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Introduction

President Bush and the nation's governors walked away

from last week's educational summit with an unprece-
dented agreement to establish national performance goals

and to engineer a radical restructuring of America's edu-
cational system. (Miller, 1989, October 4, p. 1)

In the early 1980s, a concerted effort to reform American public
education began. The impetus for these attempts was primarily
economic. Analysts from all walks of society concluded that the
United States was on the verge of being displaced as a major
player in the world economy. The belief that we were falling be-
hind other industrial powers in development, productivity, and
quality (Underwood, 1990) was a theme that laced the pages of
the various reform reports (see, for example, Carnegie Forum,
1986; Education Commission of the States, 1983; National Com-
mission on Excellence in Education, 1983; National Governors' As-
sociation, 1986; National Science Board, 1983; for a review, see
Murphy, 1990a). It did not take reformers long to draw the connec-
tion between this economic impotence and the educational sys-
tem. Nor was the potential for schooling to restore the economic
preeminence of the United States ignored:

Sinking economic productivity, national debt, international com-
mercial competition, trade deficits, and a declining dollar placed the

nation in increasing economic jeopardy. Schooling was seen as part

of the problem and part of the solution. (Guthrie & Kirst, 1988, p. 4;

see also Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development,
1986; Kearnes, 1988a, 1988b)

Once the failure of schools to produce literate and numerate
graduates was documented (see Murphy, 1990a), and this short-
coming was inexorably linked to our declining economic position

vii
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viii Introduction

in the world marketplace, investigators began dissecting the edu-
cational system in search of explanations. The fundamental con-
clusion of these analyses (see, for example, Boyer, 1983; Chubb,
1988; Good lad, 1984; Powell, Farrar, & Cohen, 1985; Sedlak,
Wheeler, Pullin, & Cusick, 1986; Sizer, 1984) was chat schools were
characterized by intellectual softness, a lack of expectations and
standards, inadequate leadership, a dysfunctional organizational
structure, conditions of employment inconsistent with profes-
sional work, and the absence of any meaningful accountability.
When the system was laid open to review, the basic infrastructure
was found to be in need of serious repair. The luster had worn off
the educational enterprise.

The concern ensuing from these analyses, in conjunction
with the original economic fears, launched the most widespread,
intense. public, comprehensive, and sustained effort to improve
education in our history (McCarthy, 1990; Murphy, 1990a; Odden
& Marsh, 1988). Fueled by a plethora of commissioned national
and state reform reports,' attempts to strengthen the quality of
American public education began to unfold in states, districts, and
schools throughout the nation. Initial, or wave 1 (1982-1986),2 re-
form efforts focused on restoring quality by fixing the existing
educational system (see Murphy, 1989a, 1990a for reviews). The
philosophical infrastructure of early suggestions for repair was
highly mechanistic, consisting mainly of centralized controls and
standards (Boyd, 1987; Sedlak et al., 1986). The assumptions
embedded in this approach suggest that the conditions of school-
ing contributing to poor student outcome measures are attribut-
able to the poor quality of the workers and the inadequacy of their
tools and that they are subject to revision through mandated, top-
down initiativesespecially those from the state. Use of the bu-
reaucratic model to institute improvement proposals led in turn to
the emphasis in early reform efforts on policy mechanisms such as
prescriptions, tightly specified resource allocations, and perform-
ance measurements that focused on repairing components of the
system (e.g., writing better textbooks) and raising the quality of
the workforce by telling employees how to work (e.g., specifying
instructional models) (see Coombs, 1987; Hawley, 1988; Under-
wood, 1990). Reform initiatives in a dizzying array were discussed
in reform reports and studies and subsequently passed into law
by the various states (see Murphy, 1990b).
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For a variety of reasons, which I treat in detail later, criticisms
of these early efforts to reform schooling were quickly forthcoming
(see, for example, Chubb, 1988; Cuban, 1984; Elmore, 1987; Pur-
pel, 1989; Sedlak et al., 1986; Sizer, 1984). The consensus among
critics of wave 1 reform measures was that they were taking edu-
cators down the wrong road, the road of the quick fix, and were
using inappropriate policy tools to improve schooling, especially
mandates from the top. These reformers argued that fundamental
revisions were needed in the cultural institutions of the larger so-
ciety, in the ways that educational systems were organized and
governed, in the roles adults played in schools, and in the pro-
cesses used to educate America's youth. The belief that the current
system was beyond repair began to take root. Analysts called for
a complete overhaul of the educational systema comprehensive
attempt to rework the basic fabric of schooling, or a restructuring
(rebuilding, reinvention, reformation, revolution, rethinking, or
transformation) of the educational enterprise.

The purpose of this book is to capture what we have learned
to date about restructuring schools. Developing an understanding
of the components of restructured schools involves looking in
multiple directions. A variety of influential national studies
(Boyer, 1983; Good lad, 1984; Powell et al., 1985; Sizer, 1984) and
reports (Carnegie Forum, 1986; Holmes Group, 1986) laid the
groundwork for the types of changes needed to develop alterna-
tives to schools as they are currently organized. Thoughtful ana-
lysts from organizational theory (Clark & Meloy, 1989; Weick &
McDaniel, 1989), political science (Elmore, 1989; Hawley, 1988,
1989), critical theory (Giroux, 1988; Purpel, 1989), teaching and
learning (Evertson, Murphy, & Radnofsky, 1990), philosophy and
psychology (Adler, 1982; Combs, 1988; Soltis, 1988), and history
(D. K. Cohen, 1989; Cuban, 1989; Warren, 1990) have contributed
to our understanding about the aspects of schooling most likely to
undergo major alterations during a reformation of American pub-
lic education. A second and third generation of national reports
(e.g., Carnegie Council, 1989; Council of Chief State School Offi-
cers, 1989; National Governors' Association, 1939; Quality Educa-
tion for Minorities Project, 1990) have begun to help expand,
deepen, and legitimize initial restructuring efforts. Informed ad-
vocates for key players likely to be affected by restructuring
whether they be parents (see Seeley, 1980, 1988), teachers (see
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Wise, 1989), or students (see Ericson & Ellett, 1989)are shaping
our thinking about the overhaul of the educational system. In ad-
dition, respected spokespersons in education (e.g., Bill Honig,
Chester Finn, Albert Shanker) and the corporate (e.g., David
Kearnes) and political worlds (e.g., Bill Clinton) continue to offer
insights into the substance and process of significant educational
reform. Important lessons are also beginning to Ix.. drawn from
those schools, school districts, and states that have begun the dif-
ficult process of developing new patterns of management, orga-
nization, and delivery of educational services (see David, 1989a;
Elmore, 1988a; Moore-Johnson, 1989). Another perspective is pro-
vided by,..analyses of the effects of both current and earlier at-
tempts at decentralizing schooling (see Ma len, Ogawa, & Kranz,
1989). Finally, since most of the concepts subsumed under the ru-
bric of reform have a long tradition in education (and in govern-
ment generally), our knowledge of the components of restructur-
ing is enhanced by tracing key ideas back to their roots.

Looking in multiple directions, or using multiple frames, to
understand the phenomenon of restructuring schools enhances
the portrait we are able to paint. At one level, the use of multiple
perspectives helps guarantee that all the parts are included in the
picture. At a second level, it ensures that subtle differences and
contrasts are faithfully captured. Finally, it helps make explicit the
tensions and rough edges likely to be overlooked when only one
or two perspectives are employed.

In chapter 1, I examine the impetus for rebuilding America's
schools. I review the classic rationale for decentralized organiza-
tions, as well as the more school-specific forces supporting re-
form. In chapter 2, I provide an overview of restructuring, exam-
ining the model that informs the analysis in later chapters and
providing an examination of the reasons why the restructured
schools movement represents a major change in our thinking
about education. In chapters 3-5, I analyze the major components
of educational restructuring. Chapter 3 is a treatment of the first
of these elements, work redesign. In chapter 4, I examine changes
in organization and governance' structures. Chapter 5 reviews
what is known about restructuring the educational processes, or
the core technology, of schools. I begin by presenting ways of
understanding changes in educational processes and then review
what we have learned about new pedagogy for restructured
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schools. Chapter 6 is devoted to a critical examination of restruc-
turing and of issues requiring further treatment. I also discuss
those factors that will need to be addressed if the seeds of trans-
formational change are likely to flourish.



CHAPTER 1

Impetus for Restructuring
Efforts

As with most important changes in the fabric of our social system,
the momentum to unfreeze current educational practice and to
propel schools toward new forms of governance and management
has been supplied by a variety of forces. In this chapter, I examine
the underlying pressures for major school reform. Because devo-
lution is at the heart of the reformation movement, I begin by re-
viewing the classical arguments for organizational decentraliza-
tion, especially of governmental organizations, that are employed
by proponents of restructuring. Then I unpack the complex web
of interrelated factors that have supported calls for, and initial ex-
periments with, the comprehensive redesign of the American
educational system.

CLASSICAL ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF
DECENTRALIZATION

Following the framework developed by Campbell (n.d.), I di-
vide the classical rationale for devolution into political and eco-
nomic arguments.'

Political Theory

The backbone of the political science position on decentrali-
zation is "the proposition that the closer go' .-:rnment is to the
people the more likely it is to be responsive to their demands and
interests" (Campbell, n.d., p. 2). Interwoven in this grassroots no-
tion of responsiveness are issues of democracy, constituent in-
fluence and control c,er organizational decisions, ownership of
public institutions, trust, and organizational accountability. Pro-

1
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2 Restructuring Schools

ponents of devolution believe that decentralized units increase
knowledge about, access to, and participation in governance;
make organizations easier to change; and prevent undue consoli-
dation of power at geographically distant locations and hierarchi-
cally remote organizational levels. Lurking slightly in the back-
ground is the belief that increased responsiveness and
accountability will result in more effective and efficient internal
operations and the development of a better product or the deliv-
ery of a better service.

Restructuring advocates have consistently appealed to the
purported political benefits of decentralization in their calls for the
transformation of public education.' For example, in terms of re-
sponsiveness and related issues:

Proponents of this perspective contend that, by altering influence
relationships in these ways, school-based management ISBMI can
make schools more successful with their clients, more responsive to
their constituencies, more deserving of public support. (Ma len et
al., 1989, p. 10)

Greater authority at the school level tends to give rise to more di-
verse offerings, encourages innovation and responsiveness to com-
munity needs, and offers alternatives within the school system.
(Carlson, 1989, p. 3)

Many . . . supporters of radical devolution of power would . . . see
the moves towards self-governing schools as a democratic and egal-
itarian initiative. (Watt, 1989, p. 2)

In evaluating the overall success of their programs, respondents
agreed that principals, staff, parents and students support SBM
since they like to be in control of their own destiny. (Clune & White,
1988, p. 25)

First and foremost is the notion that participation in decision mak-
ing by a site council representing school constituents will lead to a
feeling of ownership by those constituents. This sense of ownership
is believed to result in greater acceptance of and cooperation with
the implementation of decisions and ultimately produce greater sat-
isfaction for constituents. (Lindquist & Muriel, 1989,
p. 405)
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The majority of respondents indicated that, with SBM, the school
remains more accountable than ever to the district and the state.
Respondents indicated that principals were held more accountable
as a result of SBM. (Clune & White, 1988, p. 24)

In terms of participation and involvement:

With greater authority and responsibility comes greater accountabil-
ity. Hence, greater authority will increase the involvement and in-
terest of all with a stake in a schoolparents, teachers, principal,
and students. And we know that such involvement will benefit the
children. (Carlson, 1989, p. 2)

The school community is better informed about school organization
and school activities as a result of newsletters sent out by the SBM
council. SBM programs have served to increase parents' participa-
tion in school decision making, and to increase the community's
knowledge of school activities. (Clune & White, 1988, p. 23)

A third rationale for experimenting with new forms of consumer
and provider choice is that it may be a way of engaging the creative
energy of parents and educators in the solution of serious educa-
tional problems, independent of whether choice by itself is a good
or effective thing to do. . . . Pushing decisions on finance, staffing,
attendance, content, and organization out into the schools may re-
sult in more attention at that level to the deliberate design of teach-
ing and learning, rather than to the implementation of plans for-
mulated elsewhere. (Elmore, 1988b, p. 94)

In terms of internal changes in the school:

By giving more authority to, and imposing more responsibility upon
teachers and principals, school based management contributes to an
overall professionalization of the work force. The committee was
told by researchers that effective schools have staffs that share a
commitment to excellence and that help one another in moving the
school in that direction. (Carlson, 1989, p. 2)

According to Corey, participative management has paid off in com-
mitment from the district's staff: "We have a lot of people out there
who not only view themselves as workers in the vineyard but as
decision-makers as Nvell. To the degree that their decision-making is

real, then, their commitment is real," (Linde low, 1981, p. 111)

1 5



4 Restructuring Schools

In terms of better products and services:

The major rationale behind SBM is the belief that the closer a deci-
sion is made to a student served by t<« uecision, the better it is likely
to serve the student. With adequate authority at the school level,
many important decisions affecting personnel, curriculum and the
use of resources can be made by the people who are in the best
position to make them (those who are most aware of problems and
needs). (Clune & White, 1988, p. 3)

We believe that school-based management will result in improve-
ments in the overall performance of schools, including most impor-
tantly student achievement. Under a system of school-based man-
agement, accountability for student achievement rests squarely with
the individual school. The more that basic decisions affecting stu-
dents are made at the building level, the greater the likelihood that
students will be well served. After all, the people most aware of the
diverse problems and needs in a particular school are those working
at that level. (Carlson, 1989, p. 2)

Economic Arguments

Proponents of decentralized government organizations main-
tain that devolution of authority fosters needed competition in
sheltered monopolies. Competition in turn forms the experimen-
tal caldron in which innovations are formed and in which a wide
variety of consumer offerings is produced. As suppliers are forced
to adopt the most effective production techniques, greater effi-
ciency occurs in the expenditure of resources, and organizations
become leaner and more responsive (Bradford, Malt, & Oates,
1969; Maxwell & Aronson, 1977; Oates, 1972). In addition, because
decentralized units are more likely to produce offerings in line
with the differing needs and desires of local groups of citizens,
there is less welfare loss due to collective consumptionor, as
Campbell (n.d.) has noted, "since smaller jurisdictions are likely
to possess more homogeneous populations, it follows that the
package of services provided will more nearly fit their preferences
for public services (p. 4).1 There is also some evidence to support
advocates' claims that smaller governmental units "may provide
an institutional setting that promotes better decision making by
compelling a more explicit recognition of the costs of public pro-
grams" (Oates, 1972, p. 13).

ur"
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As is the case with those who advance political arguments,
we find that proponents of restructured schools have begun to
incorporate these economic rationales into their positions.'' In
terms of competition and alternatives:

When alternatives exist, a material outcome will be more choice
among parents and students, as well as a healthy degree of compe-
tition among schools. (Carlson, 1989, p. 3)

Budgeting at the school site, say proponents, increases the efficiency
of resource allocation. Teachers and other school staff become more
aware of the costs of programs, the school's financial status, and its
spending limitations. Old programs "fade away to permit the estab-
lishment of alternative new ones, " says Charles W. Fowler [school
superintendent]. (Linde low, 1981, p. 124)

The major argument in favor of experiments with increased choice
is that they provide a much needed prod to a system that is increas-
ingly bureaucratic in its relations with its clients. (Elmore, 1988b,
p. 95)

In terms of matching programs with community needs and cost
efficiencies:

It appears that on this basis, decentralizing administration can save
up to 2 or 3 percent of a school district's budget. (Carnoy & Mac-
Donell, 1990, p. 58)

Offsetting the increased costs of SBM are the alleged savings pro-
duced from more efficient operations. Schools with school-based
budgeting indicated that they spend the same amount of money as
other schools, but they spend it more efficiently because they do not
waste it on programs and materials they do not need. (Clune &

White, 1988, p. 29)

In Florida, the sixty-seven school districts are county based. Thus,
within one county there can be a wide range of communities that
have very different educational needs. The weaknesses of centrali-
zation come to the fore in systems, such as Florida's, where the di-
versity within one district can be great. (Linde low, 1981, p. 101)

Pierce believes educational efficiency should be defined "in terms of
matching available resources with the educational needs of children
in schools." Thus, centralized administration, geared to provide uni-
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form services, is efficient only if the needs of its clientele are uni-
form. "If they are different," states Pierce, "then centralized provi-
sion may be inefficient." Decentralized administration, on the other
hand, is much more capable of matching educational services with
the changing needs of students and parents. Its flexible nature al-
lows it to be efficient in the sense that Pierce defines. (Lindelow,
1981, pp. 98-99)

SCHOOL-RELATED FACTORS

The world in which we live is rapidly changing. As we move
toward a postindustrial society, a rethinking of the underlying as-
sumptions about our place in this larger world is occurring. Con-
comitant with this process are attempts to mold organizations to
the realities of this new world. Failure to do so, claim the critics,
augurs poorly for the long-term well-being of American society. It
is within this context that pressures to reinvent schooling are ris-
ing. There is a widespread belief that schools must respond to the
expanding demands and expectations of society by completely
overhauling the way they are organized and governed. Thus a
wide array of pressures has combined to force schools to address
the question of what they should look like in a postindustrial
world. In this section, I examine some of these forces in detail.

Competitive Factors

I believe the success of that second wave of reform is critical, be-
cause public education has put this country at a terrible competitive
disadvantage. The American workforce is running out of qualified
people. (Kearnes, 1988b, p. 566)

As I reported in the Introduction, there is a widely held belief
that the failure of the schools to educate youth adequately lies
behind America's inability to sustain its "once unchallenged pre-
eminence in commerce, industry, science, and technological in-
novation" (National Commission on Excellence in Education,
1983, p. 5; see Murphy 1990a, for a review). "In order to sustain
our present standard of living and regain our competitive position
in the world economy, the argument goes, we will need a better
educated workforce" (Elmore, 1989, p. 2). As B. Mitchell (1990, p.
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28) has noted, the maxim of "economic salvation through educa-
tional excellence" has become widely accepted. Analyses of the
problem and demands for improvement have been issued from
nearly every sector of society. The prevailing belief that guided
early thinking about educational reform in the 1980s was that
schools were simply failing to do as good a job of preparing stu-
dents as they had in the past. Business leaders were particularly
vocal in expressing this view (see Kearnes, 1988a, 1988b; Olson,
1990a; Perry, 1988). As I noted in the Introduction, the focus was
directed toward repairing the existing system. More recently, re-
formers Have begun to conclude that the model of schooling that
was so successful in fueling the industrial economy is simply ill
suited to the demands of preparing workers Jar postindustrial,
postbureaucratic organizations (Murphy, 1989b). This conclusion
in turn has created pressure on schools to rethink the way they
are organized and managed (see Chubb, 1988).6

Note how changes in definition of the purpose of schooling
and of success parallel the evolution in the needs of the larger
society, especially the economy. When businesses required large
numbers of semiskilled employees to participate in industrial pro-
duction, schools were organized to sort students to meet those
needs. Given the low level of skills required and a surplus of stu-
dents (i.e., potential workers), success was relatively easily
achieved and, therefore, outcome issues were not of primary con-
cern. As the needs of businesses have changed (from students
with basic skills to students who can think, from docile students
who could work alone in a crowd to active students who must be
able to work cooperatively on nonroutine tasks and who must
take ownership of their work), as the level of skills required by
workers has risen (from roughly the fourth to ninth grade), and
as the number of surplus students has fallen, the economy is de-
manding not only that schools radically redesign their operations
(ideology and core technology) to produce a better product (See-
ley, 1980, 1988), but also that they reduce the error rate (B. Mitch-
ell, 1990). Schlechty (1990) states this point nicely in a slightly dif-
ferent way when he notes that "for the first time in the history of
humankind, in America at least, education is essential to liveli-
hood" (p. 31). Thus attention to outcomes is much more critical in
these restructured schools than it has been historically in educa-
tion. Note also that the hidden or informal curriculum embedded

iu
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in the less v'sible meanings of education's deep message systems,
ways of organizing, and interpersonal and structural arrange-
mentsthe day-to-day fabric of school and classroom life (see Gi-
roux, 1988)is also being dramatically altered to become more
isomorphic with the evolving conception of corporate cultures.

Demands of a Changing Population

In sum, the overall condition of children as indicated by income,
family structure and background, health, and other measures has
changed considerably in the last few years. These changes warrant
a reassessment of the delivery services to children and a reconsider-
ation of the appropriate role of the school. (Kirst, McLaughlin, &
Massell, 1989, p. 7)

Perhaps for the first time in our history, economic forces and
equity issues, or quality and equity values/goals (see Mitchell &
Encarnation, 1984; Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs, & Thur-
ston, 1987), are being conjoined (Murphy, 1989b; Seeley, 1988) in
the service of improved education for all students. The rapidly
changing demographic picture in schools (and in society in gen-
eral) has been amply documented: schools are increasingly popu-
lated by less advantaged youth, children of color, students in need
of an array of noneducational services, youngsters from homes
where English is not the primary language, and pupils from fam-
ilies in which both parents work or from single-parent homes
(Carnegie Council, 1989; Kirst, 1989; Kirst et al., 1989; Quality
Education for Minorities Project, 1990; Wagstaff & Gallagher,
1990). These at-risk students, for whom schools have historically
been the least successful, will soon constitute fully one third of
the student population (Boyd & Hartman, 1988). At the same
time, the number of low-skilled jobs in the economy is declining,
the demand for highly skilled workers is increasing, and the sur-
plus of workers is falling as the population age. These conditions
are exerting a tremendous force on schools to be more effective for
at-risk youth. Given the documented failure of schools as they are
currently organized to succeed with these students (see Cuban,
1989; Seeley; 1980), considerable pressure is being applied to re-
structure education.

.s
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Concern with the Standards-Raising Movement

Much of the rhetoric of the recent education reform movement has
been couched in the language of decline, suggesting that standards
have slipped, that the education system has grown lax and needs to
return to some earlier performance standard to succeed. Our view
is very different. We do not believe the educational system needs
repairing; we believe it must be rebuilt to match the drastic change
needed in our economy if we are to prepare our children for produc-
tive lives in the 21st century. (Carnegie Forum, 1986, p. 14)

In the early and mid-1980s, proposals to improve education
focused primarily on raising standards by expanding centralized
controls. A state-centered, top-down model of change was em-
ployed. Prescriptions and performance measurements were em-
phasized. Piecemeal efforts were undertaken to repair the existing
educational system. As I reported in the Introduction, many aca-
demics and practitioners found these approaches to be philosoph-
ically misguided and conceptually limited (see also Boyd, 1987;
Combs, 1988; Deal, 1986; Passow, 1984, 1988). A number of these
critics maintained that the standards-raising movement would en-
hance the site (and district) bureaucracy while diminishing the
morale of school site personnel, thereby crippling efforts at real
improvement (David, 1989b). Others argued that the standards-
raising movement failed to take "into account the most fundamen-
tal variables in the educational process: the nature of the relation-
ship between educators and their students and the extent to
which students are actively engaged in the learning process" (Sed-
lak et al., 1986, p. ix).6 These concerns and criticisms have helped
to pave the way for a second phase of educational reform in which
a reanalysis of the basic structure of schooling is occurring and the
possibility for a "reformation" (Soltis, 1988, p. 243) of American
education is being forged.

Disgruntlement with the Bureaucratization of Schools

The graded public school . . . is an organization that, through no ill
intent on the part of the people who work within it, is designed to
fail most of the children who have historically been labeled at risk.
(Cuban, 1989, p. 783).
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The bureaucratic structure is failing in a mannet so critical that ad-
aptations will not forestall its collapse. (Clark & Meloy, 1989, p. 293)

All of the school-based pressures for the restructuring of edu-
cation lead back to concerns with the prevailing model of gover-
nance, organization, program delivery, and management of
schools. In short, the bureaucratic infrastructure of schools has
come under severe criticism' from (I) those who argue that
schools are so covered with bureaucratic sediment that initiative,
creativity, and professional judgment have all been paralyzed
(Bolin, 1989; Chubb & Moe, 1990; Conley, 1989; Frymier, 1987) and
the likely success of reforms has been neutralized (Chubb, 1988;
Lomotey & Swanson, 1990; Sizer, 1984); (2) critics who maintain
that "bureaucratic management practices have been causing un-
acceptable distortions in educational process" (Wise, 1989, p. 301),
that they are "paralyzing American education . . . [and] getting in
the way of children's learning" (Sizer, 1984, p. 206; also Cuban,
1989; McNeil, 1988a, 1988b, 1988c; Wise 1978, 1988); (3) analysts
who believe that bureaucracy is counterproductive to the needs
and interests of educators within the school"that it is impracti-
cal, and it does not fit the psychological and personal needs of the
workforce" (Clark & Meloy, 1989, p. 293; see also Bolin, 1989; Fry-
mier, 1987); (4) critics who suggest that bureaucratic management
is inconsistent with the sacred values and purposes of educa-
tionwho question "fundamental ideological issues pertaining to
bureaucracy's meaning in a democratic society" (Campbell et al.,
1987, p. 73; see American Association of Colleges of Teacher Edu-
cation, 1988; Angus, 1988; Giroux, 1988; National Center for Effec-
tive Schools Research and Development, 1989); (5) scholars who
view bureaucracy as a form of operation that inherently forces at-
tention away from the core technology of schooling

Since the student is the prime producer of learning and since he is
not part of the bureaucracy, and not subject to bureaucratic account-
ability, bureaucracy and its whole value structure must be seen as
irrelevant at best, and obstructive at worst, to true learning relation-
ships. (Seeley, 1980, p. 8);

(6) reform proponents who hold that the existing organizational
structure of schools is neither sufficiently flexible nor sufficiently
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robust to meet the needs of students in a technoservice (Maccoby,
1988) or postindustrial society (Beare, 1989; Harvey & Crandall,
1988; Sizer, 1984); and (7) analysts who believe that the rigidities
of bureaucracy impede the ability of parents and citizens to gov-
ern and reform schooling (see Campbell et al., 1987). This tremen-
dous attack on the bureaucratic infrastructure of schools has led
to demo ds to develop alternative methods of operating that are
grounded on new values and principles:

Our analysis suggests that people who create organizational designs
for schools should construct forms that aid the articulation and de-
velopment of professional values, since these values are sources of
guidance when people process nonroutine information. Our review
also suggests that organic organizational forms are better designs
both for developing values and for clarifying vague causal structures
than are mechanistic forms. Since organic forms also encourage the
development of substitutes for leadership, they encourage profes-
sional development as well as utilize current skills and attitudes.
(Weick & McDaniel, 1989, p. 350; see also Clark & Meloy, 1989;
Combs, 1988; Wise, 1989)

Crisis in the Teaching Force

Still another motive for restructuring schools arises from what many
perceive to be an emerging crisis of quality in the teaching force. A
large proportion of the current teaching force will leave through at-
trition or retirement in the next decade. This teacher turnover will
occur during a period of broad changes in the labor force. Education
is losing its claim on the labor pool from which teachers have tradi-
tionally been drawnwho now have access to other professional
occupations. If education is to regain its competitive position in the
labor market, the argument goes, schools will have to be more at-
tractive places to work and the economic rewards of teaching will
have to be competitive with other professional occupations. (El-
more, 1989, pp. 2-3)

A documented crisis in the teaching force has led to nearly
universal calls for the professionalization of teaching and the or-
ganizations in which they work, for a restructuring of schools to
develop the type of work environment that empowers teachers
and promotes continuous professional development. Proponents
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of restructuring maintain that organizations with strong profes-
sional cultures, where there is "access to frequent collegial inter-
action about complex problems of practice, access to the knowl-
edge required to enhance professional development, differential
rewards for people who develop knowledge and skill at a signifi-
cantly higher level than their colleagues, and access to the basic
resources necessary to good performance" (Elmore, 1988a, p. 1),
are required if education is to be able to attract and keep a quality
labor force (see Boyer, 1983; Carnegie Forum, 1986; Good lad, 1984;
Holmes Group, 1986; Sizer, 1984; Wise, 1989). The correlation
between professionalism and restructuring has been succinctly
stated by the Holmes Group (1986) in their report on Tomorrow's
Teachers: "If the construction of a genuine profession of teaching is
to succeed, schools will have to change" (p. 67). Wise (1989) rein-
forces the need to move in this direction when he concludes that
"the professionalization of teaching is as much about the preser-
vation of the public school tradition as anything else" (p. 309) (see
also Thompson, 1988). Thus we find calls for greater profession-
alism joining forces with demands for less bureaucracy. Both are
pushing reformers to radically revise traditional mechanistic or-
ganizational structures in favor of systems of governance more
compatible with organic forms of organization (see Clark & Meloy,
1989; Weick & McDaniel, 1989).

School Effectiveness and School Improvement Research

There is little point in concluding that our schools are in trouble and
then focusing for improvement only on teachers or principals, or the
curriculum. All of these and more are involved. Consequently, ef-
forts at improvement must encompass the school as a system of in-
teracting parts, each affecting the others. (p. 31)

The guiding principle being put forward here is that the school must
become largely self-directing. (Good lad, 1984, p. 276)

School effectiveness and school improvement research have
contributed a good deal of both support and pressure for trans-
forming school systems (Bredeson, 1989; Clune & White, 1988;
Murphy, 1990c, 1990d). Two of the major findings from these com-
plementary lines of research (see Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984, for
a review) are that school improvement is an integrated rather than
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a piecemeal activity and that improvement occurs on a school-by-
school basis. In building on these conclusions, it has been argued
that each school should be provided with substantial autonomy
and should become "the fundamental decision making unit
within the educational system" (Guthrie, 1986, p. 306).8 As Chubb
(1988) has reported:

The more control a school has over those aspects of its organization
that affect its performancethe articulation of goals, the selection
and management of teachers, the specification of policiesthe more
likely it is to exhibit the qualities that have been found to promote
effectiveness. (p. 37)

Proposals for the devolution of control are at the heart of efforts to
restructure schools. Endorsed by a number of major reform re-
ports (e.g., the National Commission on Excellence in Educational
Administration, 1987), this organizational arrangement represents
a radical shift from the status quo in school governance and man-
agement.

Lessons from the Corporate World

The changes all point to the fact that the new kind of educational
organizational structure is intended to be both post-bureaucratic
and post-industrial. As has happened so often in the past, education
is being forced to adopt the modes of organization which appear to
be successful in the business or private sector. (Beare, 1989, p. 14)

Advocates for school restructuring have found support for
fundamentally different methods of operation from modern man-
agement theory and from activities in the corporate sector (As..
sociation for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1986;
Schlechty, 1990; Thompson, 1988). Faced with a series of prob-
lems not unlike those confronting schoolsdiminished product
quality, low employee morale, unhappy consumersbusinesses
looked inward to see how the most successful of their group were
operating (see Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Peters & Waterman, 1982).
By and large, it was discovered that the most effective corpora-
tions had transformed their businesses by decentralizing opera-
tionsby pushing decisions down to the level of the organization
in closest contact with the customer, by reorienting their manage-
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ment philosophy from control to empowerment, by establishing
scrupulous reputations for attention to quality, and by changing
their views of workersfrom property of the company to partners
in the corporate undertaking (Beare, 1989; Maccoby, 1989; Peters
& Waterman, 1982). In short, they had restructured themselves
from more hierarchically organized units to more fluid and or-
ganic systems.`' These lessons are now being held up to schools,
especially by corporate managers (see Kearnes, 1988a, 1988b), as
blueprints for educational reform. There is considerable pressure
on educators to adopt these blueprints and transform school op-
erations consistent with the organizational revolution occurring in
the private sector.

SUMMARY

What is clear for schooling in the United States is that the
environment is heating up. There is less certainty and more tur-
bulence in the air as society undertakes a thorough reexamination
of the most appropriate form for education in the postindustrial
world (Ma len et al., 1989). Schools have been forced to respond.
For a variety of reasons reported hereinsystemic concerns about
the vitality of the American economy, disgruntlement with the
mechanistic model of schooling and dissatisfaction with efforts to
reform schools based on that model, the crisis in the teaching pro-
fession, lessons gleaned from successful educational and corpo-
rate enterprisesthere has been a shift away from schooling as
a production- and efficiency-driven system toward a market-
sensitive system. The mass production perspective of the past is
giving way, grudgingly, to more customized technologies. Mech-
anistic forms of management and control are beginning to be re-
placed by more organic forms of organization. These restructured
schools, in their incipient stages of development, are character-
ized by greater decentralization, a higher degree of internal differ-
entiation, and more autonomous work units. There is less rigidity
to internal structures, responsibilities are less firmly anchored to
specific roles, and control and coordination have less to do with
hierarchical authority than with cooperative work efforts. In the
next five chapters, I examine the elements of these restructured
schools in more detail.



CHAPTER 2

Restructuring: An Overview

In this chapter, I provide an overview of what follows in chapters
3-5. I do this in two ways. First, I present the conceptual frame-
work that undergirds this later work. Second, I analyze the signif-
icance of the elements that comprise this framework. I reveal how
restructuring has the potential to radically alter the way that
schools are run and that students learn.

APPROACHES TO RESTRUCTURING

As I discuss more thoroughly in chapters 3 through 5, restruc-
turing generally encompasses systemic changes in °lie or more of
the following: work roles and organizational milieu; organiza-
tional and governance structures, including connections among
the school and its larger environment; and core technology. Re-
structuring also involves fundamental alterations in the relation-
ships among the players involved in the educational process. Fig-
ure 2.1 provides a picture of these changes in organizational
elements and relationships. This framework guides my treatment
of restructuring throughout this volume. In this chapter, my goal
is simply to outline the key parts of the model.' The rectangles
represent the key actors: state officials, superintendent, principal,
parents, teachers, and students. The lines connecting the various
players are designed to explicate some of the predominant compo-
nents of restructuring: changes in the design of work, alterations
in organization and governance structures, and revisions to the
core technology. The circlesschool-based management (SBM),
choice, teacher empowerment, and teaching for understanding
represent the four most prevalent strategies employed in restruc-
turing schools. The italicized phrases, e.g., teachers as leaders,
parents as partners, are the new metaphors of restructuring. For
purposes of organization, I have developed my chapters around
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Figure 2.1. Restructuring schools: A conceptual framework.
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the three components of restructuring. Discussions of actors, strate-
gies, and metaphors are subsumed under that dimension of the
framework.

Even a cursory review of the framework in Figure 2.1 shows
the complexity involved in transforming schooling. It should also
be obvious that restructuring efforts can begin in a variety of
places and employ a number of different strategies depending
upon the specific objectives sought. The framework is also de-
signed to convey the message that real educational transformation
will require the involvement of all the key players, work on all
components of the system, and the simultaneous use of four dis-
tinct but interrelated restructuring strategies. To date, most efforts
at reformation have emphasized only one or two strategies.
Teacher empowerment held center stage at the outset of the re-
structuring movement. More recently, attention has shifted to
school-based management and choice. Considerably less work
has been devoted to teaching for understanding, or redefining the
teachinglearning process, although the rumblings of early move-
ments in this area are becoming distinctly audible.

SIGNIFICANCE OF RESTRUCTURING

A number of important changes embedded in our attempts to
reinvent schooling augur fundamental shifts in our view of edu-
cation.' The potential to dramatically alter our understanding of
schooling is woven throughout transformation efforts embedded
in the framework in Figure 2.1. To begin with, restructuring en-
compasses a basic change in our view of the relationship between
the school and its environment. Historically ingrained notions of
schools as sheltered monopolies, or delivery systems, are break-
ing down under the incursions of a market philosophy into edu-
cation (see Boyd, 1990; Boyd & Hartman, 1988). The traditional
dominant relationship between schools (and professional educa-
tors) and the public is being reworked in favor of more nearly
equal arrangements, i.e., partnerships (Seeley, 1980, 1988). For the
first time in our history, the business of schooling is being rede-
fined in relation to the customer. Restructuring is facilitating un-
precedented inroads of market forces into the governance and or-
ganization of schools (see Chubb & Moe, 1990). It is also fostering

ti
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"significant changes in the way that states relate to schools" (El-
more, 1988a, p. 2; see also David, Cohen, Honetschlager, & Trai-
man, 1990; Le Tendre, 1990).

Consistent with this change are efforts to develop new forms
of school organization and management. The basic organizing
and management principle of schoolingknowledge of loss (see
Mitchell, 1990)is giving way to more proactive attempts to gov-
ern educational systems. In addition, a new "social physics" (Bell,
cited in Campbell et al., 1987, p. 26) that promises to significantly
change the nature of social relationships in schools is emerging.
The hierarchical, bureaucratic organizational structures that have
defined schools over the past 80 years are giving way to more de-
centralized (Guthrie, 1986; M. J. Murphy & Hart, 1988) and more
professionally controlled systems (David, 1989a; Houston, 1989)
systems that "can be thought of as a new paradigm for school
management" (Wise, 1989, p. 303). In these new postindustrial
organizations (see Beare, 1989), labeled heterarchies by Maccoby
(1989), there are "very basic changes in roles, relationships, and
responsibilities" (Seeley, 1988, p. 35): traditional patterns of rela-
tionships are altered (Conley, 1989; Rallis, 1990), authority flows
are less hierarchical (Clark & Me loy, 1989), role definitions are
both more general and more flexible (Corcoran, 1989), leadership
is connected to competence for needed tasks rather than to formal
position (American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education,
1988; Angus, 1988; Maccoby 1988, 1989), and independence and
isolation are replaced by cooperative work (Beare, 1989). Further-
more, a traditional structural orientation' is being overshadowed
by a focus on the human element. The operant goal is no longer
maintenance of the organizational infrastructure but rather the de-
velopment of human resources (Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988;
Schlechty, 1990). Developing learning climates and organizational
adaptivity are being substituted for the more traditional emphasis
on uncovering and applying the one best model of performance
(Clark & Meioy, 1989; McCarthey & Peterson, 1989). The changed
metaphors being applied to these restructured schoolse.g.,
from principal as manager to principal as facilitator, from teacher
as worker to teacher as leadernicely portray these fundamental
revisions in our understanding of social relationships and in our
views of organizations and conceptions of management. They re-
veal a reorientation in transformed schools from control to em-
powerment.
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At the same time, some very early initiatives are underway
that suggest that we may be on the threshold of major changes
throughout the teachinglearning process. A more robust under-
standing of the educational production function has begun to be
translated into "dramatically different way[s] of thinking about the
design, delivery, and documentation of instructional programs"
(Spady, 1988, p. 8). The strongest theoretical or disciplinary influ-
ence on educationpsychologyis being pushed off center stage
by newer sociological perspectives. Underlying these changes are
radically different ways of thinking about the "educability of hu-
manity" (Purpel, 1989, p. 10; see also Oakes & Lipton, 1990).
Schools that were historically organized to produce results con-
sistent with the normal curve, to sort youth into the various strata
needed to fuel the economy, are being redesigned to ensure equal
opportunity and success for all learners (see Miller & Brookover,
1986).4 Seeley (1988) astutely notes the importance of this change
when he comments that "it represents a significant shift in the
goals of our educational system, and a fundamental component
of a new vision, since all other components gain motive force from
this shift in goals" (p. 34).

At the center of these changes in social ecology is a not so
subtle shift in assumptions about knowledge. As Fisher (1990) cor-
rectly notes, the alpha paradigm of knowledgethe view that
"knowledge can be assumed to be an external entity existing in-
dependently of human thought and action, and hence, something
about which one can be objective" (p. 82)"dominant for so long
in classroom practice, has begun to be critically examined in a new
way" (p. 84). A new view, one that holds that knowledge is inter-
nal and subjective, that it "depends on the values of the persons
working with it and the context within which that .work is con-
ducted" (p. 82), is receiving serious consideration. Knowledge is
personal and contextualized. Learning is a social phenomenon.
New views about what is worth learning are emerging in restruc-
turing schools. In these classrooms, the traditional emphasis on
content coverage and rote learning of basic skills is being chal-
lenged by more in-depth treatment of topics and a focus on higher
order thinking skills (Carnegie Council, 1989). Educators are be-
ginning to acknowledge "that thinking is secondary to acting"
(Dokecki, 1990, p. 160). Attention has been turned to active learn-
ing, and a century-old concern for independent work and com-
petitiona focus on the individual dimension of human exis-
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tenceis slowly receding in favor of more cooperative learning
relationshipsa focus on the social dimensions of human exis-
tence (David, 1989a). Equally important, a long-standing concern
with the technical dimensions of teaching and learning is giving
way to a renewed emphasis on the need to personalize schooling.
Or, as Dokecki (1990) has nicely stated, the "centrality of caring
has been recognized recently by a number of professional fields"
(p. 163) and caring is beginning to be seen as the "regulative ideal"
of intervention in these professions.'

"An elevated conceptualization of teaching" (Rallis, 1990, p.
193) consistent with the epistemological change noted above is
embedded in restructuring schools. The importance of craft
knowledge is explicitly recognized for the first time since the on-
slaught of scientific management. Rather than seek ways to sim-
plify instruction, the complexity of teaching is acknowledged and
nurtured (Petrie, 1990). Teachers are allotted considerable discre-
tion over pedagogy. The teacher-centered instruction that is at the
heart of the factory model of classroom instruction is giving way
to growing demands for a learner-centered pedagogy. The model
of the teacher as a "sage on a stage" (Fisher, 1990, p. 83), in which
instructors are viewed as content specialists who possess the rel-
evant knowledge that they transmit to students through telling, is
replaced by an approach in which "teaching is more like coaching,
where the student (as opposed to the teacher) is the primary per-
former" (p. 83; see also Sizer, 1984). In this revised approach,
teachers act as facilitators (McCarthey & Peterson, 1989), modelers
(Spady, 1988), and coaches (Sizer, 1984) who invest "students with
increased power and responsibility for their own learning" (El-
more, 1988a, p. 3). The emphasis in restructured schools is on the
student rather than on the deliverer. Students are seen as "pro-
ducers of knowledge" and teachers "as managers of learning ex-
periences" (Hawley, 1989, p. 32). The focus is on learning, not on
the delivery system (Seeley, 1980).

Underlying all these changes is an evolution in sacred educa-
tional values (see Corbett, Firestone, & Rossman, 1987; Lortie,
1975) and approaches to improvement (see Murphy, 1989a, for an
analysis). Alterations in roles and responsibilities are being ac-
companied by changes in beliefs and values, and holistic, global,
and comprehensive reform efforts are replacing the earlier
"wave[s] of discrete programs and approaches" (David, 1989a, p.
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45; see also Lindquist & Muriel, 1989; Seeley, 1988). For example,
discussions about the purpose of schooling have been reopened
(Elmore, 1988a) as the needs of the economy have changed.
Teacher egalitarianism and isolation are beginning to crack under
the new organizational imperatives for differentiated roles and
collegial work. The reward structure for professionals is being fun-
damentally altered. Teachers who historically derived almost all
their rewards from interactions with their students (see Lortie,
1975) are becoming more dependent on colleagues' judgments
about the quality of their performance. The historically conserva-
tive fabric of teaching is being rewoven in many places with bold
initiativesboth in individual schools and districts and in the pro-
fession as a whole. And perhaps most dramatically of all, success
is no longer defined primarily in terms of providing services (pro-
cesses) but rather in terms of product quality (outcomes) (Bolin,
1989; M. J. Murphy & Hart, 1988).6 Consistent with this last
change, there is renewed interest in educational equityexamin-
ing outcomes for all children. There has also been a dramatic re-
thinking about accountability for results (Murphy, 1989c). As Cu-
ban (1989) has aptly reported, there has been a radical shift in
responsibility for low achievement from the student and the fam-
ily to the school.

SUMMARY

In this chapter, I laid the groundwork for the analysis to fol-
low. I examined the conceptual framework (in Figure 2.1) that
shapes the way I unpack the restructuring phenomenon for in-
spection in later chapters. I also discussed how the elements of
that frameworkthe strategies, components, and metaphors
represent a significantly different perspective about the entire
schooling process. Using the components of this framework
work redesign, organizational and governance structures, and
core technologyas my organizing format, I now turn my atten-
tion to an in-depth analysis of restructuring.



CHAPTER 3

Work Redesign

When you create a center of inquiry, then different roles
and relationships will ensue. (Good lad, cited in Bradley,
1989, November 1, p. 12)

One of the key ingredients of school restructuring is a redefi-
nition of the roles and responsibilities of professional staff. As
outlined in Figure 2.1, this includes the redesign of work rela-
tionships between the superintendent (district office) and the
principal (school) and between the principal and the teachers. In
general, restructuring work signals

a major shift in how people in school systems think about roles and
relationships. The shift is from a system characterized by controlling
and directing what goes on at the next lower level guiding and
facilitating professionals in their quest for more productive learning
opportunities for students. (David, 1989a, p. 28)

Reform also involves changes in the bureaucratic principle of spe-
cialization of labor. In postindustrial organizations, there is re-
duced emphasis . on dividing responsibilities into an ever-
increasing number of discrete roles:

SpecialiLation is no longer seen as a strength. There is increasing
emphasis on generalist (rather than specialist) skills; the new orga-
nization requires adaptable people who can turn their hands to sev-
eral tasks and who view the organizational and professional world
more globally than the narrow specialist. (Beare, 1989, p. 15)

This principle of work redesign applied to schools has been nicely
described by one of the prime forces in transforming education,
the Coalition of Essential Schools:

The principal and teachers should perceive themselves as general-
ists first (teachers and scholars in general education) and specialists
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second (experts in but one particular discipline). Staff should expect
multiple obligations (teacher-counselor-manager) and a sense of
commitment to the entire school. (Houston, 1989, p. 6)

In practical terms, for schools in the process of restructuring,
this means more emphasis on interdependence and cooperative
work teams that trade assignments and provide opportunities for
teachers and administrators to confront a variety of problems with
a variety of professional colleagues (Clark & Meloy, 1989). It
means viewing teaching as "an uncommon mix of many tasks"
(Cuban, 1989, p. 800). A corollary of this idea is that responsibili-
ties in redesigned schools are less role dependent. The historically
ingrained distinctions between teachers and administrators begin
to blur (Giroux, 1988; Petrie, 1990). Functions are more likely to
gravitate to actors with technical competence rather than to be as-
signed to specific roles. In a similar vein, leadership is decoupled
from authority attached to specific roles (Sergiovanni, 1989; Sykes
& Elmore, 1989); it is more closely connected than it has been his-
torically to professional expertise (Angus, 1988). Let us direct our
attention now to an analysis of how work is altered for each of the
professional actors in restructured schools.

DISTRICT OFFICE

If restructuring schools means changing the conditions of teaching
and learning, it also means taking up the challenge of changing the
conditions of leadership. The metaphors of steward, captain, vision-
ary, evangelist, manager, or instructional leader are inadequate be-
cause they suggest leadership is confined to a role or described by a
set of skills or tasks to be accomplished. (Rallis, 1990, p. 203)

The central office must come to see itself not as a regulator or initia-

tor, but as a service provider. The primary function of the central
office must be to assure that indk,idual schools have what they need
to he successful. (Carlson, 1989, p. 3)

If schools are to be transformed, it is clear that the role of the
central office will need to change, especially the prevailing view of
the superintendency (Clune & White, 1988; National Commission
on Excellence in Educational Administration, 1987). In fact, "the
relationship that will be most changed by the implementation of
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school-based management is that between the central office and
school site" (Lindelow, 1981, p. 116). Although the roles of school
board members themselves will be little altered in restructured
schools, their views about the functions of administrators and
teachers may require significant change (Linde low, 1981). In short,
board members will need to be in agreement philosophically with
the tenets of restructuring if parents and school staffs are to have
a chance to successfully rethink the pedagogy and the organiza-
tion and management of schools (Finn & Clements, 1989).

The work of superintendents and their staffs, on the other
hand, changes dramatically in restructured school systems (Har-
rison, Killion, & Mitchell, 1989). As the new metaphor for the su-
perintendency in Figure 2.1 reveals, the chief executive officers of
reformed schools act, not as they traditionally have, as directors
and controllers, but as coordinators and "enablers" (Bradley, 1989,
November 1, p. 12)their job "is to facilitate, not dictate" (Lin-
delow, 1981, p. 112). One of their main functions is "serving and
assisting schools" (Chapman & Boyd, 1986, p. 34; see also Bradley,
1989, November 1). In this role, central offices act as service pro-
viders (Carlson, 1989) or support centers (Fernandez, 1989) that
offer technical assistance to schools (Guile & White, 1988; David,
1989b). Under this new type of work design, schools can contract
with the district office for services as needed or desired (Thomp-
son, 1988). The key element here is that schools have the freedom
to engage district resources or not (Harrison et al., 1989)) In their
role of enabler, district personnel also need to "bi tilt.: the capacity
of schools to take advantage of the opportunities of decentraliza-
tion" (J. T. Murphy, 1989, p. 811). District offices maintain their
responsibility for establishing the overall direction for the enter-
prise and for measuring the success of each school's programs
(Lindelow, 1981). However, in a transformed school system, they
undertake these functions, not by appeal to "centrally enforced
rule," but by "management by exception" (J. T. Murphy, 1989, p.
811). Thus, they focus their energy on those parts of the organi-
zation experiencing difficulty.

The redesign of work responsibilities outlined above has im-
portant implications both for the s icture of district operations
and for the definition of the superintendency itself (David, 1989b;
Elmore, 1988a; Moore-Johnson, 1989). Central offices often be-
come considerably smaller in restructured school districts. For ex-
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ample, one of the first restructuring acts of New York City School
Chancellor Fernandez was to eliminate 218 central office positions
(Bradley, 1990, January 17). The remaining organization is often
flatter, less hierarchical (Bradley, 1989, October 18; Chapman &
Boyd, 1986; David, 1989a; Sick ler, 1988). As this leveling of the
organizational pyramid occurs, responsibilities historically under-
taken (and personnel historically housed) at the district level are
transferred to schools (Linde low, 1981) and "functions that are
currently centralized will be spread over a larger number of
people" (Thompson, 1988, p. 15). The role of the remaining
"middle managers becomes more focused on providing services
directly to schools" (David, 1989a, p. 29). Salaries are sometimes
realigned to place principals at the top of the administrative pay
scale (Guthrie, 1986; Kearnes, 1988a). Finally, the definition of the
superintendency in restructured schools also appears ripe for
change. As J. T. Murphy (1989) has astutely noted, in decentral-
ized schools

we need to shift our thinking about what it means to be a strong
superintendent. We need to develop some gentler, more feminine
images of leadership to accompany our tough, masculine images of
leadership . . . superintendents need to pay more attention to the
unheroic dimensions of leadership if they are to promote local au-
tonomy and professionalism. Superintendents must not only have
personal vision, but they must also work with others to develop a
shared vision and to find the common ground; they must not only
have answers, but also ask the right questions; they must not only
persuade, but also listen carefully and consult widely before making
decisions; they must not only wield power, but also depend on oth-
ers and develop caring relationships; they must not only exercise
leadership, but also nurture the development of leadership through-
out the school district. In this view, the real heroes are not the highly
visible superintendents at the top but the less visible professionals
and parents throughout the system who work directly with stu-
dents. (p. 810)

PRINCIPAL

We argue that the deregulating and accountability reforms being en-
visioned will dramatically alter thy work and role expectations of
building administrators. (M. J. Murphy & Hart, 1988, pp. 1-2)
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That is, empowering teachers will also expand and change the re-
sponsibilities of the principal. (Thompson, 1988, p. 10)

If the relationship between the district office and the school is
the key element of change in the school-based management strat-
egy, the relationship that is most changed in the teacher empow-
erment strategy is that between the principal and the teachers.
Thus, in many ways, the principal is the nexus of restructuring
effortsaccepting additional autonomy and accountability on be-
half of the school and passing it through to the teaching staff (and
to the larger community).

There is, however, palpable tension between the role envi-
sioned for the principal by those who attempt to transform
schools through site-based management and those who rely on a
strategy of teacher empowermenta tension that often leaves
principals confused about what is expected of them and feeling
"left out on a limb" (Chapman & Boyd, 1986, p. 30).2 In the former
strategy, "the principal becomes the central actor" (Linde low,
1981, p. 116). The role changes from "dependent business man-
ager to autonomous educational leader" (Clune & White, 1988, p.
7; see Murphy, 1990d, for a review). In an empowerment model
(whether of teachers or parents or both), the principal retains an
important role but not the one of greatest centrality. Neither is he
or she an autonomous educational leader. Rather, the principal
acts as a coordinator of a group of professionals: "The principal
now becomes relocated from the apex of the pyramid to the center
of the network of human relationships and functions as a change
agent and resource" (Chapman & Boyd, 1986, p. 55). Administra-
tion becomes "a support function for teaching rather than a mech-
anism for the control of teaching" (Bolin, 1989, p. 88; Moore-
Johnson, 1989). This latter view of the principalship is much softer
and much less directive than the former.

In either case, however, restructuring will necessitate major
changes in the roles and responsibilities of building administra-
tors. It is perhaps best to think of the principal's role as changing
from "that of a middle manager for the district" (Lindelow, 1981,
p. 128) to that of facilitator-leader for his or her school (Bradley,
1989, November 1; see also Carnoy & MacDonell, 1990):

The new manager . . . will not he a classical, hierarchically oriented
bureaucrat but a customized version of Indiana Jones: proactive, en-
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trepreneurial, communicating in various languages, able to inspire,
motivate and persuade subordinates, superiors, colleagues and out-
side constituents. (Gerding and Serenhuijseur, cited in Beare, 1989,

p. 19)

It is becoming increasingly clear that this change will make
the principal's job not only more exciting but also more complex
and more demanding; new responsibilities are being added, but
"tew if any of the former role demands [are being] taken away"
(Bredeson, 1989, p. 16). In general, it appears that principals in
restructured schools will need to place considerably more empha-
rAs on three areas of responsibilitytechnical core operations,
people management, and school environmental relations. To be-
gin with, because "one of the immediate results of decentraliza-
tion and devolution [is] to put great pressures on the principal as
curriculum leader" (Chapman & Boyd, 1986, p. 42), principals will
"have to attend to a much larger set of managerial tasks tied to the
delivery of educational services" (Lindelow, 1981, p. 120) than
they have done historically.3 Principals will also move "closer to
the staff as mediator[s] of shared governance" (Clune & White,
1988, p. 19). This shift dramatically highlights the importance of
participatory leadership and administrators' interpersonal com-
munication skills (Bradley, 1989, November 1; Bredeson, 1989;
Schlechty, 1990). It also underscores the need for principals to de-
velop a better understanding of adult development and learning
and of strategies and techniques for working with adults (Murphy,
in press; Rallis, 1990). Finally, there is evidence that establishing
and nurturing relationships with the larger environment will re-
quire more administrative time. In restructured schools, princi-
pals "assume a more public role, interacting with people in the
wider community, [and] forging links between the school and the
environment" (Chapman & Boyd, 1986, p. 48). Thus it appears
that principals will need to concentrate more energy and effort in
their boundary-spanning role, both between the school and the
district office (Clune & White, 1988) and between the school and
the larger environment (Bredeson, 1989; Fernandez, 1989).

TEACHERS

The solution is to empower teachers, to help them develop an inter
naliied locus of control. (Frvmier, 1987, p. 14)
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The consortium . . . wishes to see nothing less thau the transfor-
mation of teaching from an occupation into a genuine profession.
(Holmes Group, 1986, p. ix)

Structural Roles and Responsibilities

Reformers concerned with teacher empowerment envision
comprehensive changes in the work performed by teachers in re-
structured schools.4 In fact, a number of authors maintain that
"the development of new leadership roles for teachers [is] on the
crest of the wave" of restructuring (Smylie & Denny, 1989, p. 2).
For purposes of analysis, I divide these changes into three cate-
gories: expanded responsibilities, new professional roles, and
new career opportunities (see Figure 3.1). While these groupings
represent important gradations in the opportunities that teachers
have to participate in their schools, all three are characterized by
a dispersal of authority and leadership (M. j. Murphy & Hart,
1988) and by enlarged "teachers' roles and responsibilities beyond
their regular classroom assignments" (Smylie & Denny, 1989,
p. 4).

The redesign of teacher work is based on a number of impor-
tant premises. One is that teaching is a moral activity and as such
should be subject to the control of teachers themselves (Angus,
1988; Bolin, 1989). A second is that teachers are intellectuals and
should, therefore, take the lead role in discussions about the na-
ture and purposes of schooling (Giroux, 1988). A related argu-
ment is grounded on the professional dimensions of teaching
(Petrie, 1990). According to reformers who tackle restructuring
from this base, teaching is a profession and as such should be
guided by professional canons rather than by bureaucratic rules
and regulations (Carnegie Fo -urn, 1986; Clark & Meloy, 1989;
Wise, 1989). Supporting lines of analysis are derived from organi-
zational theorists who conclude that the single leadership model
based on line authority and role position is dysfunctional (Clark &
Meloy, 1989; Maccoby, 1988; Murphy, 1988). Reformers in this
camp maintain that we should think of leadership in terms of its
density in the organization (Sergiovanni, 1989)that schools
should "ensure that a much larger number of members of the or-
ganization are capable of taking on pieces of the leadership role"
(Clinton, 1987, p. 12), and that "leadership roles are shared and
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Ea. nre 3.1 Redesign of teacher work

NEW ROLES, STRUCTURAL NEW ROLES, CONCEPTUAL

Expanded responsibilities colleague

decision

New professional roles leader

learner

New career opportunities generalist

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONAL. CULTURE
enhanced occupational conditions of teaching
teacher autonomy and control
collegial interaction
professional growth

leadership broadly exercised" (Sergiovanni, 1989, p. 221). They
also hold that leadership and authority are separate constructs
(Heifetz, 1988; Murphy, Hallinger, & Mitman, 1983) and that lead-
ership is better connected to expertise than to line authority
(American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1988;
Heifetz, 1988).

Expanded responsibilities. At one level, teachers in schools
that are restructuring are taking on new responsibilities. They are
assuming control over decisions that were historically the prov-
ince of others, especially administrators. Changes in this area are
of two types"those that increase teachers' right to participate in
formal decision making [and] those that give teachers greater ac-
cess to influence by making school structures more flexible"
(Moore-Johnson, 1989, p. 2). Numerous examples of expanded
teacher responsibilities are available from school districts that are
engaged in fundamental reform efforts (see Casner-Lotto, 1988;
David, 1989a).'

Team approaches to school management and governance (see
Hallinger & Richardson, 1988) are particularly good collective ex-
amples of expanded responsibilities for teachers. For example, in
the restructured Cincinnati school system, an equal number of
teachers and administrators now comprise the committee that de-
termines the allocation of teachers to individual schools (Moore-

4
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Johnson, 1988). The formalization of teacher participation in
decision-making forums from which they were previously ex-
cluded (e.g., principal and teacher selection committees, facility
planning groups) has been accomplished in Dade County, Florida
(Fernandez, 1989), Hammond, Indiana (Casner-Lotto, 1988), and
other districts employing school-based models of management
(Linde low, 1981; Olson, 1988). Through expanded participation
in collective decision-making models and professional support
groups, teachers in restructuring schools have also begun to exer-
cise considerable influence over the type of evaluation procedures
employed"setting standards for their own performance" (Dade
County, 1989, p. 13). Individual teachers are often assuming
greater responsibility for the mentoring and supervision of their
peersespecially beginning teachersevaluating the work of
principals, providing professional development to their col-
leagues, and developing curricula for the school (Career-ladder,
1990; Corcoran, 1989; McCarthey & Peterson, 1989; Moore-
Johnson, 1988, 1989; Sick ler, 1988; see David, 1989a, for a review).
In short, both individually and collectively, teachers in restruc-
tured schools are accumulating new responsibilities that extend
their role beyond the confines of their own classrooms.

New professional roles. Some teachers in transformed
schools are not only adding new responsibilities to their current
jobs but are also beginning to fill new professional roles. The dif-
ference between this category and the former one is a matter of
extent. In examining expanded responsibilities, I was primarily
concerned with new functions that are added to existing role def-
initions. Here I am more interested in work redesign activities that
may significantly alter the basic role itself. For example, a master
teacher may continue to work three or four days a week in his or
her own classroom but may also spend one or two days working
with colleagues in their classrooms or with peers developing stu-
dent assessment materials. A teacher-facilitator or coordinator
may actually leave the classroom for a semester or a year to create
professional development activities or curriculum materials for
peers. In almost all these cases, howeveras opposed to new ca-
reer linesrole changes are not permanent. Most of the new roles
assumed by teacher-facilitators or mentor-teachers will be shed
after a period of time, and they will then return to full-time in-
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structional work with students (see Fernandez, 1989; Moore-
Johnson, 1988, for other examples of new roles).

Nezv career opportunities. Work redesign for teachers in re-
structured schools also includes the development of more perma-
nent career opportunities that create the chance "for gifted, well-
prepared educators to move upward in their chosen profession
without leaving the classroom" (Good lad, 1984, p. 301). A differ-
entiated staffing arrangementlike the four-step career-ladder
model (intern, resident, professional, lead teacher) in Rochester
and Cincinnati and the ladder plans in Tennessee, Kentucky, arid
Utahis the most well-employed strategy of restructuring work
to create new career lines for teachers (see Bradley, 1989, October
18; David, 1989a; Fernandez, 1989; Ma len & Hart, 1987). New ca-
reer roles that are not sequentially packaged, like lead teachers
and teacher-directors in Dade County, Florida, and District 4 in
New York, are also beginning to be developed:

Lead Teachers, Teacher-Directors, and Teacher-Coordinators are a
growing part of the Dade County landscape. In the county's Satellite
Learning Centers, schools at the workplace, Lead Teachers now su-
pervise the program's operation in cooperation with their host
school's principal. Lead Teachers teach classes; but they also per-
form appropriate administrative/supervisory duties on a day-to-day
basis, while remaining part of the teachers' bargaining unit. A new
position of Teacher-Coordinator has been established for programs
of districtwide scope. The first Teacher-Coordinator is supervising
the Future Educators of America chapter program. . . . Also remain-

ing part of the teachers' bargaining unit are Teacher-Directors. They

assume even more responsibility than do Lead Teachers by working
under a county level administrator, and being exclusively respon-
sible for the programs they direct, including the Teacher Education
Center and the Dade Academy for the Teaching Arts. (Dade County,

1989, p. 11)

Conceptual Roles

Although the categorization outlined above--responsibili-
ties, roles, and career opportunitiesis useful for examining the
structural aspects of teacher work redesign, it does not adequately
capture the nature of the conceptual change that is at the core of
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revised roles for teachers in restructured schools. In order to com-
plete the picture, I must directly address this aspect of work de-
sign, as well as the closely related area of a professional work en-
vironment (see Figure 3.1). In trying to understand the conceptual
core of restructured teacher work, the classification system devel-
oped by McCarthey and Peterson (1989) is especially helpful. Ac-
cording to these analysts, the categories of teacher as colleague,
teacher as decision maker, teacher as leader, and teacher as
learner capture the essence of the new roles for teachers in re-
structured schools (see also Barth, 1989). In addition, as I dis-
cussed at the outset of this chapter, a number of analysts have
emphasized the idea of teacher as generalist in developing their
conceptual picture of redesigned teacher work. In shorthand
form, I use the metaphor of teacher as leader (see Figure 2.1) to
capture the totality of these other concepts. Each of these concep-
tual dimensions represents a significant shift in conventional ways
of thinking about teachers and teaching. In conventional practice,
teachers are entrepreneurs of their own classrooms. They orches-
trate their own operations almost totally independently of their
peers and engage in few leadership or decision-making activities
outside their own cubicles. They are viewed as pedagogical spe-
cialists whose function it is to deliver educational services to their
young charges. Little time and energy are available for or devoted
to self-renewal and professional growth (see Good lad, 1984; Lor-
tie, 1975; Sizer, 1984).

McCarthey and Peterson (1989) sketch a very different por-
trait of the teaching function in restructured schools (see also Car-
negie Forum, 1986; Holmes Group, 1986; Sizer, 1984; Wise, 1989).
According to them, teachers are professionals who engage in
regular, and important, exchanges with their colleagues"tradi-
tional isolation among teachers in schools begins to break down"
(p. 6). Teachers participate in decisions affecting the entire school
and frequently perform leadership tasksin Sykes and Elmore's
terms, the managerial role of teachers is institutionalized. They
understand that to perform in this fashion they need to be more
co"ogial, to develop more interdependence with peers, and to
share their knowledge with others in a variety of settingsthat
"they must trade work assignments and work in multiple groups"
(Clark & Melon; 1989, p. 292). They realize that by engaging in
learning themselves they "are more likely to facilitate in their stu-
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dents the kind of learning that will be needed in the next decade"
(McCarthey & Peterson, 1989, p. 11).

Professional Organizational Culture

The redesign of teacher work in restructured schools needs to
unfold within a supportive organizational climateone that re-
flects "schools as stimulating workplaces and learning environ-
ments" (David, 1989a, p. 21) (see Figure 3.1). This larger organi-
zational climate can best be thought of as one that professionalizes
teaching (Elmore, 1988a; Wise, 1989). At the macro leveleduca-
tion in generalprofessional status is enhanced through efforts to
align more closely preparation for teaching, remuneration for per-
formance, and other "occupational conditions of teaching" (El-
more, 1989, p. 20) with the norms and practices of the other pro-
fessions (Smylie & Denny, 1989). At this level, professionalization
also entails teachers' securing control over the profession, that is,
teachers' establishing and enforcing their own standards for entry
and performance (Bolin, 1989; Boyer, 1983; Rallis, 1990; Wise,
1989)6 and exercising a larger voice over important macro-level
educational decisions, e.g., having significant representation on
national reform commissions and projects.7

At the micro levelthe individual district-school classroom
systema professional work environment is one in which teach-
ers are more concerned with the purposes of education than with
implementing predetermined goals (Conway & Jacobson, 1990;
Petrie, 1990). It is also one in which they "exercise greater control
over matters pertaining to curriculum and instruction and to the
way in which the school's resources are employed to support
teaching and learning," one in which there is "a decrease in ,n-

trol by authority and an increase in control through professional
norms of performance, responsibility, and commitment" (t...loj-
kowski & Fleming, 1988, p. 4). Thus, at the school level, "teacher
professionalism can be thought of as a new paradigm for school
management" (Wise, 1989, p. 303), one that recognizes and sup-
ports local control (Carnegie Forum, 1986; Short & Greer, 1989)
and facilitates the redesign of teacher work by reconceptualizing
the roles and responsibilities of the classroom teacher. As noted
above, "the first step toward a more professional culture is the
development of collegiality among teachers" (Rallis, 1990, p. 198).

J
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A professional work culture is one that supports the development
of organizational structures that help "break down traditional
teacher isolation in the classroom" (Bredeson, 1989, p. 11; see also
Newmann, Rutter, & Smith, 1989; Rosenholtz, 1985) and encour-
ages "collegial interaction around problems of practice" (Elmore,
1989, p. 23; Giroux, 1988). This type of environment, which char-
acterizes restructured schools, allows the staff to exert consider-
able "influence over the basic elements of instructional practice
(time, materials, student engagement, and so forth)" (Elmore,
1989, p. 20) and over school structures.' This, in turn, permits staff
to address collectively constraints within the workplace that may
affect the successful development of new roles and responsibili-
ties for teachers, e.g., inappropriate organizational schedules (see
McCarthey & Peterson, 1989).

In professional organizations, knowledge and competence
are highly regarded (Elmore, 1989) and growth opportunities are
professionally controlled.`' Therefore, school cultures that support
the redesign of teacher work recognize that "excellence in educa-
tion will be achieved only as we invest in the education of teachers
in the classroom" (Boyer, 1983, p. 179). A professional milieu re-
inforces teacher efforts at professional growth and the norm of
continuous improvement (Little, 1982). Florida's Dade County
schools provide good examples of organizations that are restruc-
turing their environments to expand teacher responsibility and
develop new roles for staff through enhanced professional
growth. Staff in Dade County schools have developed an array of
avenuesa professional leave bank, an educational issues forum,
an educational compact with a local university, a teacher educa-
tion center, an academy for the teaching arts, a professionalization
of teaching task force, and a minisabbatical programto help
teachers grow professionally and to increase their ability to under-
take the new responsibilities and roles that accompany the rede-
sign of teacher work.

SUMMARY

In this chapter, we examined the redesign of work in restruc-
turing schools from the perspective of superintendents, princi-
pals, and teachers. I argued that efforts to transform schooling will

U
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necessitate a reconceptualization of the roles and responsibilities
of teachers and administrators, as well as a rethinking of the rela-
tionships that bind them together. Consistent with the perspective
put forward throughout this volume, I reported that the bureau-
cratic model currently defining roles and relationships among staff
members in schools is being overhauled. In conjunction with this
change, prevailing organizational arrangements such as increas-
ing specialization of roles, management by control, and hierarchy
of authority are being replaced as the infrastructure of school or-
ganization and management. I showed that restructured schools
are places where teachers see themselves as generalists, where
empowerment replaces control as the primary coordinating func-
tion, and where authority is vested with those who have exper-
tise, as well as with those who have offices. In short, I reported
that the tenets of professionalism rather than bureaucratic prin-
ciples undergird restructuring. I also noted the manner in which
these changes play out for professional staff in schools under-
going significant transformationwith administrators moving
from the apex of the organizational pyramid to the center of a
complex network of interpersonal relationships and teachers be-
coming leaders of learners. We turn our attention next to issues of
decentralization of organizational and governance structures. Two
of the strategies in the framework school-based management
and choiceare highlighted. In chapter 5, 1 analyze issues of cur-
riculum and instruction, devoting major attention to the reform
strategy of teaching for understanding.



CHAPTER 4

Organization and Governance
Structures

Rebuilding excellence in education means reaffirming the
importance of the local school. (Boyer, 1983, p. 229)

The more control a school has over those aspects of its
organization that affect its performancethe articula-
tion of goals, the selection and management of teachers,
the specification of policiesthe more likely it is to ex-
hibit the qualities that have been found to promote effec-
tiveness. (Chubb, 1988, p. 38)

No element of restructuring has received more attention than
the issue of devolution of authority to the school site. The key
constructs in this discussion are political and administrative de-
centralization. That is, at the core of transformational efforts to
improve education is the belief that the individual school com-
munity must become the focus of attention, that the resources and
authority to change must reside with thoseteachers, parents,
administratorswho are closest to the learners. In this chapter,
we examine authority and governance structures through an anal-
ysis of types of decentralization. The chapter concludes with an
examination of the five domains of decentralizationgoals,
budget, personnel, curriculum, and organizational structures. For
purposes of analysis, I divide decentralization efforts into four
broad categories: changes between levels of the organization
(school-based management), changes among roles at the school
level (shared decision making), changes between the school and
its regulatory environment (e.g., waivers), and changes between
the school and the larger community (partnerships and choice).

36
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TYPES OF DECENTRALIZATION

Between Levels of the Organization:
School-Based Management

The guiding principle being put forward here is that the school must
become largely self directing. (Good lad, 1984, p. 276)

If significant changes in the educational system are to occur, restruc-
turing efforts must be focused on and driven by the local level . . .

the message is clear and consistent: if restructuring is to be success-
ful, it must be building-based. (Harvey & Crandall, 1988, p. 12)

School-based management (SBM) has been defined in a num-
ber of ways. In the definitions presented below, those by Clune
and White (1988) and Linde low (1981) emphasize the transfer of
authority to the school site; Ma len and her colleagues include
the matter of alterations in governance structures as well (see Fig-
ure 2.1):

School-based management (SBM) is a system designed to improve
education by increasing the authority of actors at the school site.
(Clune & White, 1988, p. 1)

School-based management is a system of educational administration
in which the school is the primary unit of educational decision mak-
ing. (Linde low, 1981, p. 141)

School-based management can be viewed conceptually as a formal
alteration of governance structures, as a form of decentralization
that identifies the individual school as the primary unit of improve-
ment and relies on the redistribution of decisionmaking authority as
the primary means through which improvements might be stimu-
lated and sustained. (Ma len et al., 1989, p. 1)

When we unpack these and similar definitions and descriptions
of SBM, two elements keep appearing: structural decentralization
and devolution of authority. Structural decentralization generally
entails the dismantling of larger organizational units into smaller,
more responsive ones. This strategy is typically employed in
larger, more heavily centralized districts like Milwaukee, New
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York, and Chicago.' For example, in order to "increase broad-
based representation in decision-making at the school level" the
Dade County public schools restructured from four administrative
offices to six regional offices (Fernandez, 1989, pp. 26-27). In an
effort to bring instructional support closer to the individual
school, Milwaukee public schools reorganized into six service
areas (Snider, 1989, February 8). These structural changes are usu-
ally accompanied by a reduction in the number of levels in the
hierarchy and in the number of middle-management personnel
(Sick ler, 1988). As noted in chapter 3, employees who formerly
occupied these middle-management roles are sometimes reas-
signed to support functions in individual schools (Snider, 1989,
February 8). In other cases, the money used to fund these posi-
tions is freed up to support new initiatives at the site level (Sick ler,
1988). In addition, individual schools in structurally decentralized
systems may have the freedom to avoid using the remaining hier-
archical system. In Dade County, for example, schools involved in
SBM have the option of bypassing regional offices and working
directly with the various operational units (e.g., staff develop-
ment) in the organization (Gomez, 1989). As Beare (1989) correctly
notes, this structural decentralization is, by and large, "being
modelled upon the modern corporation, the flexible conglomerate
which keeps central control of the essential and strategic areas but
allows entrepreneurial freedom to the operating units" (p. 20),
which comprise the corporation.

Devolution of authority is the fundamental concept in SBM
(David, 1989b; Lindquist & Muriel, 1989). Under this system of
governance, schools, in effect, become deregulated from the dis-
trict office (Beare, 1989; M. J. Murphy & Hart, 1988). There are
"sweeping alterations in the basic authority-and-accountability re-
lationships" (Finn & Clements, 1989, p. i). The basic message is
one of expanded local control and influence, of schools being
given greater responsibility for their own affairs (Beare, 1989; Wat-
kins & Lusi, 1989). The strategy of improvement is bottom-up
change. Benefits expected from devolving authority to the school
site, from making the schools masters of their own fates, include:
enhanced concern for equity issues (Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988);
stronger educational programs and better student performance
(Lindquist & Muriel, 1989; Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988); and

ti
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greater satisfaction among school personnel and constituents
(Lindquist & Muriel, 1989).

Among Roles at the School Level:
Shared Decision Making

The possibility of a real reformation rests squarely upon our ability
and willingness to reconceptualize the role and authority of teach-
ers. (Soltis, 1988, p. 241)

[The] primary recommendation is that Americans restore to teachers
and to their particular students the largest share of responsibility for
the tatters' education. (Sizer, 1984, p. 4)

School-based management is primarily an alteration in orga-
nizational arrangements in school districts. Authority and influ-
ence are passing from higher to lower levels of the organization.
As noted above, structural changes often accompany this devolu-
tion of authority. To redistribute authority between organizational
levels is one thing. However, to reallocate newly acquired influ-
ence among actors at the school level is quite another (see Linde-
low, 1981).2 Therefore, I consider shared decision making, or the
distribution of devolved authority among members of the school
community, as a separate aspect of restructuring.

Strategies to expand teachers' roles in decision making are
key components of most restructuring reform reports.' Resting
upon assumptions (1) about the professional nature of teaching

By its very nature a profession involves . . . considerable autonomy
in decision making (Good lad, 1984, p. 194),

(2) about the moral dimension of education (see Good lad, Soder,
& Sirotnik, 1990)

My basic assumption is that teachers should be empowered because
teaching is a moral activity. Moral agents, to be responsible for their
acts, must be free to act according to their best judgment (Bolin,
1989, p. 82),

and (3) upon the market philosophy of bringing the product as
close as possible to the customer
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Every decision about learning and instruction that can be made by a
local school faculty must be made by that faculty. Teachers know
what individual students need to succeed better than any decision-
makers who are far removed from the classroom (Harvey & Cran-
dall, 1988, p. 31),

there is a growing belief that real educational improvement is de-
pendent upon empowering teachers to lead (see Figure 2.1).4

The goal is to move away from a position in which teachers
are treated as hired hands (Sizer, 1984), or property (Beare, 1989),
or assembly line workers (Purpel, 1989), to one in which change
is teacher driven, not authority driven (Soltis, 1988; Wise, 1989).
Restructuring strategies in this area employed to date include: (1)
providing teachers with formal decision-making authority and
other avenues of influence (Conley, 1988, 1989) to help them share
in school governance and gain control over their work environ-
ment, especially school-level structures over which they have his-
torically exercised minimal control (Casner-Lotto, 1988; Short &
Greer, 1989); (2) establishing opportunities for professional devel-
opment (Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988; Sick ler, 1988); and (3) creat-
ing norms at the district level that support teacher professionalism
(Casner-Lotto, 1988; Sick ler, 1988). Although I take up issues re-
lating to models of shared decision making and the potential ef-
fects of these efforts in the final section of this book, I note here
that shared decision making often increases the "tendency to
reach market solutions to resource allocation in schools" (Carnoy
& MacDonell, 1990, p. 51) and leads to situations in which princi-
pals become more accountable to teachers and in which there is a
blurring "of traditional lines of organizational hierarchy and no-
tions of authority" (Bredeson, 1989, p. 11; see also Rallis, 1990).

Between the School and Its Regulatory Environment

In a phrase, we want to swap red tape for results. (Text of Final
Summit Statement, 1989, October 4)

Support for risk taking is signaled by allowing waivers from restric-
tive rules and regulations. Without relaxing the multitude of con-
straints on what schools can do (for example, class size, teachers'
hours, class schedules, and textbook selection), current practices are
pretty much locked into place. (David, 1989a, p. 24)
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Woven throughout discussions of school restructuring is the
belief that schools are so deeply enmeshed in a regulatory swamp
of rules and prescriptions that, even if schooling is decentralized
and teachers are empowered, local attempts at improvement are
likely to be choked off. There is considerable agreement that, as
currently constituted, degrees of freedom enjoyed by schools are
heavily constricted by union contracts and state and federal regu-
lations. Since freedom from external controls is a key piece of
transformational reform, both of these organizational-envi-
ronmental constraints are receiving a good deal of attention in dis-
cussions about restructuring the American educational system.

Union contracts. A number of analysts have concluded that
the reinvention of schooling will necessitate the rethinking of the
traditional labor-management perspective that undergirds rela-
tionships between teachers and school boards. Or, as Rallis (1990)
succinctly puts it, "in tomorrow's schools, the priorities of labor
and management must become more similar" (p. 202). These
scholars have noted that the basic concepts contained in restruc-
turing plans often "strike at the heart of the trade union doctrine"
(Finn & Clements, 1989, p. 16; see also Casner-Lotto, 1988). They
have exposed the inconsistency between requirements for "flex-
ible responses to the characteristics and needs of students in the
school" (Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988, p. 6) and the traditional con-
tractual tenets that mandate sameness for all (Finn & Clements,
1989).

Efforts to address the impediments imposed by conventional
management-labor working arrangements have taken two forms
to date. The first, and more radical, consists of attempts to en=
hance SBM and shared decision making by replacing the in-
dustrial bargaining model with new foundations for relations
between teachers and administrators" to break free of conven-
tional collective bargaining and form a partnership to encourage
school improvement" (Bradley, 1990, March 7, p. 10). These sys-
temic efforts fundamentally alter the underlying principles and
conceptual frameworks employed in exchanges between labor
and management. While it is difficult to describe these incipient
efforts fully, I know that the foundations upon which they rest are
cooperation and professionalism as opposed to self-interest and
bureaucratic control. Labor-management issues are worked out in
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a problem -..-)Iving rather than an adversarial environment (Brad-
ley, 1990, M. vch 7; D. Cohen, 1990). Pittsburgh, Rochester, Ham-
mond, and Dade County are places where a professional model is
replacing an industrial view of exchanges between teachers and
administrators (see Casner-Lotto, 1988; Sick ler, 1988):

Union leaders in Dade County, Rochester, Cincinnati, and Boston
have challenged their members and school officials to confront their
districts' problems and to embark on collaborative reform. They
have employed new approaches to bargaining and experimented
with new forms of agreements. (Moore-Johnson, 1989, pp. 21-22)

The "trust agreements" being employed in a number of California
school districts appear to fit this first category of ways of altering
traditional management-labor relations (see Kerchner, 1989). So
does the "living contract" approach to negotiations being imple-
mented in Hammond, Indiana (Bradley, 1990, March 7).

The second, and more pervasive, method being employed to
address limitations imposed by labor contracts on site-level auton-
omy involves the use of waivers. In this strategy, the basic contract
remains in place, but individual schools are free to request exemp-
tions from some of its provisions, e.g., restrictions on class size or
length of the teaching day (see David, 1989a; Elmore, 1988a).
Many of the school districts that are pioneering restructuring ef-
forts are using waivers from the labor contract to enhance SBM.
For example, the teachers and administrators in Hammond, Indi-
ana, now work under a negotiated agreement that allows teachers
"on a school-by-school basis . . . [to] set aside elements of their
contract in order to implement school improvement plans" (Cas-
ner-Lotto, 1988, p. 350).'

State and federal regulations. Freedom from district level
controls and restrictions imposed by union contracts will lead to
only marginal increases in local options if state and federal gov-
ernment agencies continue to ensnarl schools in ever-expanding
webs of regulations and prescriptions--a point made nicely
by U.S. Representative Peter Smith after the 1989 educational
summit:

I think that the summit substantially improved the climate for
changing national federal policy in regard to schools. The belief
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among governors is that you can't get better performance unless you
give schools more control over what they do. (J. A. Miller, 1989, Oc-
tober 11, p. 14)

A three-pronged strategy is being used to address the limitations
that federal and state regulations impose on school-based decision
making. The most far-reaching of thesefull deregulationin-
volves promoting SBM by pulling back the entire regulatory
framework. Under this model, schools are provided (or asked to
provide) goals and are held accountable for results. In turn, they
are given considerable discretion in selecting the processes, strat-
egies, and activities they will use to reach objectives. North Caro-
lina's 1989 School Improvement and Accountability Act is the most
comprehensive example of statewide deregulation. Under the
provisions of this law, school districts volunteer to participate and
those that do "receive money for instructional materials, supplies
and equipment, textbooks, testing support, and driver education
in a lump sum, to be spent as each wishes" (Bradley, 1989, Sep-
tember 6). In return, they are held accountable for reaching
75 percent of their goals. A more widely accepted version of
this model, employed in South Carolina and Maryland, involves
deregulating only the top-performing districts. For example, in
South Carolina, "schools with a history of superior academic
achievement [about 109 ] will automatically be released from nu-
merous state regulations governing staffing, class scheduling, and
class structure" (Flax, 1989, November 22, p. 1), as well as from a
variety of restrictions in the deployment of personnel (Flax, 1989,
February 15, November 22). Thus, while North Carolina frees all
schools from a variety of regulations, South Carolina and Mary-
land focus on those that have already proven themselves.

Reducing the number of prescriptions and rules promulgated
by government unitsenhanced flexibilityis the second avenue
being pursued to increase local autonomy. Agencies employing
this strategy are examining their regulatory framework to identify
where they can cut back on ruleswhere they can eliminate some
of the overregulation in education (see Newman, 1989). The goal
is to hasten the pace of innovation by providing additional flexi-
bility to districts. At the state level, a systematic process to clean
up the regulatory apparatus is under way in New York. At the
federal level, the recent educational summit conducted by Presi-

.
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dent Bush and the nation's governors has touched off a flurry of
activity designed "to examine federal regulations under current
law and to move in the direction of greater flexibility . . . [and to]
provide state and local recipients greater flexibility in the use of
federal funds, in return for firm commitments to improve levels of
education and skill training" (J. A. Miller, 1989, October 4, p. 12;
see also J. A. Miller, 1989, April 19, May 24, October 11, Novem-
ber 22).

Granting schools and districts exemptions to existing regula-
tionswaiversis the third, most widely used, and newest tool
in the state arsenal of strategies to facilitate local control. Waivers
at this level operate in a fashion parallel to those between manage-
ment and unions at the district level. That is, under enabling leg-
islation passed in many states in the late 1980s, schools and dis-
tricts can "request waivers from state law and regulation that they
see as constraining their ability to accomplish their objectives" (El-
more, 1988a, p. 16).

Between the School and the Larger Community:
Parental Empowerment, Expanded Community, Choice

Consistent across restructuring efforts is the emphasis on increasing
the active (as opposed to superficial) involvement of parents in the
education of their children. . . . Additional emphasis has also been
placed on moving beyond parents to raise the level of involvement
and commitment of other community members as well. Partner-
shipswith area businesses and local colleges and universitiesare
playing an increasingly important role in efforts to redesign the
country's schools. Community support and commitment are impor-
tant factors to success. (Harvey & Crandall, 1988, p. 14)

In Figure 2.1, parents are portrayed as one of the key groups
of players and choice as one of the main strategies in restructuring
proposals. Changes in governance structures and authority flows,
in turn, are at the center of new relationships between schools and
their constituents. These changes are expressed primarily in three
ways. First, restructured schools empower parents and community
members (M. J. Murphy & Hart, 1988). As a consequence, parents
are able to exercise considerably more influence over school
decision-making proces, than is currently the norm (Academic
Development Institute, 089; Snider, 1990, January 31; United
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States Department of Education, 1989).' This enhanced decision-
making responsibility is usually captured in new governance ar-
rangements that formalize transfer of authority to citizens in the
school community (see 17,000 File, 1989). For example, each
school in Chicago is now governed by an eleven-member commit-
tee composed of eight representatives from the community (six
parents and two other citizens) and three professionals (two
teachers and the principal). These committees have wide-ranging
authority over the school program, the distribution of resources,
and the hiring of personnel, including the principal.

The partnership metaphor (see Figure 2.1) also includes ef-
forts to expand the school community, to unite parents, professional
educators, businesses, universities, foundations, and the general
populace into a collective force dedicated to the improvement of
schooling for all children. There is explicit recognition that "to be
successful policies and programs cannot concentrate solely on the
child but must simultaneously address the needs of two genera-
tionsthe parent and the childfor they are interdependent"
(Jennings, 1990, February 14, p. 8; see also Council of Chief State
School Officers, 1989). Embedded in the idea of expansion are two
related concepts: enhanced community involvement in schools
by parents, business people,' and members of the school com-
munityand schools serving as community centers, providing a
variety of services for adults and children (see Bradley, 1989, No-
vember 15; David, 1989a; Schmidt, 1989, November 22).

The notion of parental choice is thoroughly intertwined in
many discussions about transforming the relationship between
schools and their constituents." There is a persistent argument
afoot that only by breaking the sheltered monopoly status enjoyed
by public schools will significant improvement be possible. Thus,
many restructuring proponents clamor for the adoption of a mar-
ket philosophy in education (Chubb & Moe, 1990), with the ac-
companying open enrollment patterns and choices for parents
and students that this move would entail. The executive branch of
the federal government has been relentless in its support of paren-
tal choice (Walker, 1989, November 8). For example, President
Bush noted in a speech at the outset of his administration that
choice is "perhaps the single most promising" of the "good and
tested reform ideas" (Bush, 1989, p. 24). Minnesota's "access to
excellence" program brought choice via open enrollment to the
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state reform agenda (Pipho, 1989). Colorado, New Jersey, Arkan-
sas, Iowa, Nebraska, Ohio, Washington; and Idaho have followed
Minnesota's lead (Jennings, 1989, May 10; Snider, 1990, April 11;
Walker, 1989, December 6; Walsh, 1990). Pioneering districts such
as Richmond, California, and New York City's District 4 have
paved the way for others with their comprehensive choice plans
(Snider, 1989, November 1, December 13). In all these cases, there
is a significant transfer of authority to parents. They, not the
professional staff, assume responsibility for determining which
schools their children will attend.

DOMAINS OF DECENTRALIZATION

The consistent aim which links the changes and proposals for
change into a coherent policy shift is to dismantle much of the cen-
tral administrative structure and hand over to individual schools re-
sponsibility for curriculum planning and, ultimately, for financial
and personnel management. (Watt, 1989, p. 19)

In concrete terms, devolution of authority to the level of the
school community means that many of the decisions that have
historically been made by state or district personnel are now made
by school staff and parentsand sometimes by students and gen-
eral citizens. When decentralization strategies such as SLAM,
teacher empowerment, and choice are employed, actors at the
school site gain considerable discretion over five areas of educa-
tional operations: three that have received a fair amount of atten-
tionbudget, personnel, and curriculum (David, 1989b; Clune &
White, 1988), and two that have notgoals and organizational
structures (David, 1989a; Short & Greer, 1989). I examine each of
these briefly in this section.

Goals. Decentralization of authority provides schools with
more control over the direction that the organization will pursue
(Carnoy & MacDonell, 1990; David, 1989a). Both the goals and the
strategies for reaching them are primarily determined at the site
level (Dade County, 1989). Equally important is the fact that the
individual school exercises considerable discretion over the values
upon which collective action is to he taken (Clark & Meloy, 1989).
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This control helps each school develop a unique culture that is
isomorphic with the needs of the community (Dade County, 1989).

Budget. Control over the budget is at the heart of efforts to
decentralize authority. Without the ability to allocate resources as
deemed most appropriate by local actors, the other dimensions of
SBM lack force. Or, as Linde low (1981, p. 123) puts it, "control of
the curricula and of personnel are largely dependent on the con-
trol of the budget." Decentralized budgeting often means the al-
location of funds to the school in a lump sum rather than for pre-
determined categories of expenditures (e.g., a certain amount for
books, a certain amount for salaries). This allows the school,
rather than the district, to determine how funds will be employed.
The larger the ratio of lump sum funds to monies restricted by
categories, the greater the amount of decentralization. For ex-
ample, in Dade County, SBM schools control nearly 90% of their
budgets, while other schools in the district determine the alloca-
tion of only 10% of their funds (David, 1989a). The freedom to
determine whether funds will be spent inside or outside the dis-
trict represents another dimension of budgetary control. For ex-
ample, in highly, decentralized districts, schools can purchase
needed professional development services either from the dis-
trict's staff development unit or from private contractors (Guthrie,
1986). The ability to roll over unspent money is the final element
of site-based control of funds. In conventional accounting practice
in school districts, fund balances revert to the central office. When
budget authority is decentralized, as in California's Fairfield-
Suisun district, schools are able to carry over budget surpluses
(Linde low, 1981).

Personnel. Closely (onnected to budgetary discretion is con-
trol over the defining of roes and the hiring and development of
staff. As in the fiscal area, there are various levels of local influ-
ence. In the least aggressive model of decentralization, the alloca-
tion of teaching positions is determined at the district level.
Within this constraint, and subio, t to state regulations, members
of the local school -ommunity exercise nearly full control over
who will fill these That is, teachers are no longer sent to the
school from the district office. Teachers and administrators inter-
view candidates, make the final choice, and pass their selection
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back to the district. Under more nearly comprehensive models of
local control, the allocation of professional positions is not prede-
termined. While schools are still free to select personnel, they also
have the option of using funds budgeted for teachers for other
purposes. For example, they can take money allocated in principle
for a teacher and use it to purchase books and materials or to hire
two or three paraprofessionals (Linde low, 1981; see Day Id, 1989a,
1989b; Fernandez, 1989; Moore-Johnson, 1989, for examples). In
the most advanced cases of decentralization, authorityeither
full or partialfor the employment of the principal is held by
members of the local school community. For example, in Dade
County (Fernandez, 1989) and Santa Fe (Carnoy & MacDonell,
1990), teachers are partners in the process established to select
new principals. In Chicago, local school councils are empowered
to make final decisions about who will be hired to administer the
school (Finn & Clements, 1989).'

Curriculum. "Within a school-based management system,
the school site has near total authority over curriculum matters.
Within broad outlines defined by the board [and the state[, the
individual schools are free to teach in any manner they see fit"
(Linde low, 1981, p. 122). School-based curriculum (Clune &
White, 1988) means that each school staff decides what teaching
materials are to be used, as well as the specific pedagogical tech-
niques that are to be emphasized (Clune & White, 1988; Watkins
& Lusi, 1988). It also means that the principal and teachers at the
school site "determine which staff development activities best
meet the needs of their particular school" (Guthrie, 1986, p. 308).

Organizational structures. Structures within which the edu-
cational process unfolds represent a final area of control for teach-
ers, administrators, and parents in decentralized school systems.
These groups are free to alter the basic delivery structure in
schools, to develop alternatives to the model of the individual
teacher working with groups of 25 to 35 students in 50-minute
time blocks. At the elementary level, schools are creating educa-
tional programs that dramatically change the practices of group-
ing children by age for classes and by ability for instruction. At the
secondary level, a number of decentralized schools are experi-
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menting with alternative programs, core curricula, and outcome-
based education (see Murphy & Evertson, 1990, for examples).

SUMMARY

In this chapter, we examined what is perhaps the most thor-
oughly discussed element of restructuringthe political and ad-
ministrative decentralization of school organizations. Grounded
in lessons from successful corporate enterprises, knowledge of
school improvement, and the tenets of professionalism, the fol-
lowing principle rests at the heart of the restruct 'ring schools
movement: that the authority to make changes and the control of
the resources to do so must reside with those who are closest to
the learners. Not surprisingly, we saw that the individual school
community has become the focus of attention in experiments to
restructure the educational enterprise. In the area of political de-
centralization, efforts are afoot to provide parents with greater
choice in determining where their children attend school and with
more influence in shaping the educational experiences they re-
ceive while there. Significant changes are also occurring between
the school and its larger regulatory environment. Experiments in
deregulation such as reducing rules promulgated by state and fed-
eral governments and granting waivers to exempt schools from
existing regulations are under way throughout the country. Ad-
ditional degrees of freedom for local schools are also being real-
ized in those districts in which the industrial bargaining model,
which has formed the core of management-labor relations, is
being replaced with partnership arrangements more consistent
with the principles of professionalism that undergird school re-
structuring. In the area of administrative decentralization, we ex-
amined how school-based management and shared decision-
making arrangements are beginning to place into the hands of lo-
cal communities the authority needed to be largely self-directing.
I reported that the greater the devolution of authority, the more
control parents, teachers, and administrators at the local site ex-
ercise over the goals of budget, personnel, curriculum, and orga-
nizational arrangements of the school.

4
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CHAPTER 5

The Core Technology

What students are expected to know and be able to do,
how knowledge is organized for student learning, the
kinds of instructional methodologies employed, how
school time is structured, and the relationship of student
grouping to learning are all critical variables concerning
the nature and organization of curriculum and instruc-
tion. For too long these variables have been perceived by
many policymakers and educators as constantsun-
changeablethat is, traditional schooling has taken on a
standardization which has remained long unchallenged.
If schooling is to be restructured for improved learning,
then it must be challenged. (Council of Chief State School
Officers, 1989, p. 18)

Of the various strategies to transform education, restructur-
ing teaching and learning has received the least amount of atten-
tion, both in reform reports and in state, district, and school-level
efforts to restructure schools: "Few reform reports have touched
on the heart of the educational process, what is taught and how it
is taught" (National Governors' Association, 1989, p. 1). Teacher
empowerment, school-based management, and choice have been
the topics of greatest interest (Ericson & Ellett, 1989; Evertson et
al., 1990; Hawley, 1988; Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988). In addition,
these other three restructuring strategies are increasingly being
treated as ends in themselves rather than as means to improved
learning for students (Council of Chief State School Officers,
1989). In this chapter, I set out to expand our understanding of
restructuring the core technology of schools. I begin by outlining
five ways of knowing about revisions in educational processes.
Then, I examine in detail each of the five areas in a restructured
core technology: student as worker, curriculum, instruction,
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equity, and delivery structures. For each of these topics, I analyze
how current operating procedures are likely to be altered in
schools of the future.

Serious efforts to restructure teaching and learning in schools
require "bringing the structure of classrooms and schools into
conformity with the best available knowledge about teaching and
learning" (Elmore, 1989, p. 15). This necessitates a thorough
understanding of what constitutes good curriculum and instruc-
tion. The knowledge about effective pedagogy that informs our
discussion is derived from five related sources: (1) the burgeoning
research base on learning, especially new perspectives on cogni-
tion; (2) national reform reports and studies from educational
groups, especially curricular documents; (3) interviews with
teachers and principals that reveal their perceptions about appro-
priate educational processes in restructured schools; (4) analogs
developed from examining other areas of restructured schools
(e.g., if in restructured schools, teachers are empowered, work
more collegially, and exercise new degrees of freedom, we might
expect to find more cooperative student work and additional
choices for learners than is currently the norm in most schools);
(5) information flowing from states and districts that are pioneer-
ing restructuring efforts at the classroom level)

Information gleaned from the five sources listed above reveals
that educational practice will look quite different in schools that
restructure their core technologies. I envision changes in four
separate areascurriculum, instruction, equity, and delivery
structuresdesigned to enhance the role of student as worker. I
examine each of these topics below.

STUDENT AS WORKER

I began to realize that the teacher was being seen as the prime
worker in the educational enterprise and the productivity being
talked about was not increased learning, but increased delivers' of
educational services. If it is increased learning that we want, then
the prime worker is not the teacherit is the student. (Seeley, 1980,
p. 7)

At the heart of restructured educational processes is the stu-
dent. The concept of "student as worker" has profoundly different
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pedagogical implications than current conceptions of teacher as
worker and student as product do (Hawley, 1989; Sizer, 1984; Wat-
kins & Lusi, 1989). All changes in curriculum and instruction in
restructured schools are designed to "orient schools and the
people who work in them toward serious, sustained engagement
in academic learning" (Elmore, 1989, p. 11). We know from a va-
riety of influential studies (Boyer, 1983; Good lad, 1984; Oakes,
1985; Page 1984; Powell et al., 1985; Sedlak et al., 1986; Sizer, 1984)
that such engagement, especially at the high school level, is often
conspicuous by its absencethat there exists "a conspiracy of
convenience" (Sizer, 1984, p. 154), "a complex, tacit conspiracy to
avoid sustained, rigorous, demanding, academic inquiry" (Sedlak
et al., 1986, p. 5). Twenty-five percent of all students physically
remove themselves from engagement in learning by dropping out
of school; another 10-15 percent absent themselves by sporadic
attendance; nearly another third avoid work by negotiating trea-
ties, compromises, and bargains with their teachers in which they
exchange attendance and compliant behavior for academic expec-
tations. Restructuring of the teachinglearning process by empha-
sizing the role of the student as worker is designed first and fore-
most to break this cycle of "pervasive disengagement" (Hampel,
1986, p. 131). The types of changes outlined in each of the four
areas discussed below are designed in turn to systematically en-
hance student engagement.

CURRICULUM

Two fundamental principles must guide the long-term effort to im-
prove school curricula. First, the provision of general, not special-
ized, education is the role of primary and secondary education. . . .

Second, it will always he necessary to make judicious provisions for
individual differences in the student population. Most of these
should he pedagogical. (Good lad, 1984, p. 292)

The curricula in restructured schools will be characterized by
both greater complexity and greater cohesion. At least seven
changes might well be expected: expanded use of a core curricu-
lum, an increase in the interdisciplinary nature of content, em-
phasis on depth of coverage, use of more original sour .e mated-
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als, enhanced focus on higher order thinking skills, expanded
methods of student assessment, and additional teacher choice.

Core Curriculum

The belief that there should be a core curriculum for all stu-
dents is widely held by analysts concerned with restructuring the
core technology of schools (Adler, 1982; Boyer, 1983; Carnegie
Council, 1989). Critics have exposed the failure of homogeneous
grouping and curricular tracking to deliver better education.'
There is an emerging consensus that what need to be varied are
not curricula but rather instructional strategies, or, as Good lad
(1984, p. 289) has stated, "the data on individual differences . . .

have more compelling implications for pedagogical than for curric-
ular differentiation." Thus the focus in schools that are restructur-
ing teaching and learning is on helping all students master similar
content using whatever pedagogical approaches seem most ap-
propriate to different individuals and groups. A number of pio-
neering districts (e.g., Cincinnati) have begun the implementation
of core curricula (Moore-Johnson, 1988).

Interdisciplinary Focus

The great and urgent need in the curriculum is integration--how
students discover patterns and see connections. Yet we continue to
organize around the categories of disciplines. (Boyer, in Rothman,
May 17, 1989, p. 10)

Many of the reform reports that have noted the "current state
of splendid isolation" (Boyer, 1983, p. 114) among the disciplines
have been particularly adamant about the need for "a new inter-
disciplinary vision" (Boyer, 1983, p. 115) "to lessen the splintered
view of knowledge" confronting students (Sizer, 1984, p. 133; see
also National Commission on Social Studies, 1989). For example,
the Carnegie Council (1989) argues that

The key lies in how the student approaches the subject matter. In
the traditional curriculum, the student learns subject by subject.
Ibis fragmented array does not allow students to connect new and
old ideas or to construct their own meaning of the information. In
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the core curriculum of the transformed middle grade school, the stu-
dent confronts themes, which are clusters of subjects, and learns to
inquire, associate, and synthesize across subjects. (p. 43)

Other ways of knowing about restructured educational processes
also direct attention to the importance of interdisciplinary ap-
proaches to learning and the need to select "rich, integrative top-
ics" (O'Neil, 1989, p. 3) for instruction. For example, in California,
the new science frameworks reorganize "science instruction by
themesenergy, continuity, patterns of change, and evolution,
for examplethat are common to all sciences, rather than by par-
ticular topics within each discipline" (Rothman, October 11,
1989b, p. 17). Pioneering schools include Central Middle School in
Murfreesboro, Tennessee (D. L. Cohen, June 21, 1989) and Hope
Essential High School in Providence, Rhode Island (Corcoran,
1989). The restructured curricula in each of these schools empha-
size using a team of teachers from different disciplines to work
with a single group of students.

Depth of Coverage

The restructured core technology in schools of the future will
feature a curriculum that will be more vertical and less horizontal.
That is, fewer things will be covered, but they will be treated more
thoroughly (Corcoran, 1989; Harvey & Crandall, 1988; Watkins &
Lusi, 1989). Sizer's (1984) view that "less is more" (p. 89) directs
the ascent from "the swamp called coverage" (p. 131) in a restruc-
tured curriculum (see also Goodlad, 1984; Powell et al., 1985,
p. 379). For example, in its recent report on restructuring, the Na-
tional Association of State Boards of Education suggests that
curricula be altered to underscore the importance of "depth of
knowledge in core subjects rather than acquisition of superficial
knowledge in many broad areas" (D. L. Cohen, October 25, 1989,
p. 8; see also Bradley Commission, 1988; National Commission on
Social Studies, 1989). The Carnegie Council (1989) argues that its
curricular "approach clearly requires that the current emphasis on
coverage of a large quantity of information must yield to an em-
phasis on depth or quality of the student's understanding" (p. 43).
Hawley (1989) captures the essence of this dramatic shift in curric-
ular focus when he concludes that "instead of trying to cover lots
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of different topics, curricula should go into depth on a limited
number of issues and emphasize what is called 'generative knowl-
edge,' ideas and theories that help students organize and learn
other knowledge" (p. 32).

Original Source Documents

A number of reform groups concerned with restructuring
school curricula (e.g., the Bradley Commission, 1988; National
Commission on Social Studies, 1989) have begun to call for more

use of original source documents and less reliance on textbooks.

The advantages of source materials over textbooks have been
noted by Boyer (1983):

Most textbooks present students with a highly simplified view of
reality and practically no insight into the methods by which the in-
formation has been gathered and facts distilled. Moreover, text-
books seldom communicate to students the richness and excitement
of original works. When students are privileged to read the primary

sources, they meet authors personally and discover events first
hand. We recommend, therefore, that the use of original sources be
expanded. (p. 143)

Some pioneering school districts have taken up the challenge:

At Central Park East, reliance on text books and standardized curric-
ulum has been eliminated, and teachers rarely use standardized cur-

ricula or materials. Instead, teachers have developed their own the-
matic curriculum units and use literature to teach reading and
writing, while engaging students in reading paperback or trade
books as opposed to basal readers. (McCarthey & Peterson, 1989,

p. 18)

Gowler and the school's staff design and continually refine most of

their own instructional materials, and they design according to the
students' needs. They do not use any major publisher's curricula in
the building. (Linde low, 1981, p. 15)

Higher Order Thinking Skills

The restructured core technology differs from the traditional
curriculum (see Good lad, 1984) in the prominence given to higher

1 1 1.,
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order thinking skills (O'Neil, 1989). In addition, it emphasizes crit-
ical thinking skills for all students, not simply for those in higher
ability groups. Finally, thinking skills are presented concomitantly
with basic skills rather than after more basic skills are mastered.
The goal of reformers is the development of a curriculum that
helps all students leaf n how to learn, that "empowers learners
now and for the rest of their lives" (Harvey & Crandall, 1988, p.
31). Consequently, there is "less emphasis on memorization and
rote drill and more emphasis on problem solving" (Rothman, May
17, 1989, p. 8), "critical reasoning and higher order thinking" (Car-
negie Council, 1989, p. 42). The Ford Foundation's middle school
mathematics initiative for disadvantaged students is a good ex-
ample of an effort in this area. The program works with schools
that are "committed to transforming their programisl to focus on
higher-level problem solving skills" (Rothman, October 25, 1989,
p. 5). Another example is the new set of science frameworks in
California that "put the understanding of scientific concepts be-
fore the memorization of facts" (Rothman, October 11, 1989b, p.
17). Schools on the cutting edge of restructuring in Dade County,
Florida, have also undertaken efforts to emphasize the importance
of critical thinking skills for all students (Dade County, 1989).

Broadening Assessment Systems

The types of curricular changes envisioned within the restruc-
tured core technology by teachers, administrators, legislators, and
reform analystsa core body of knowledge, integrated curricu-
lum, a focus on problem-solving skills, and so forthnecessitate
a broadening of existing assessment systems to monitor student
progress. One such change involves the choice of subjects tested.
In schools with restructured core technologies, student perform-
ance will no longer be defined solely by student scores on tests of
reading, mathematics, and language. Thoughtful assessments
will be conducted for all areas of the curriculum. A second change
concerns the types of skills examined. The current overemphasis
on basic skills and factual knowledge will give way to assessment
of the higher order skills stressed in the restructured curriculum
(Rothman, January 24, 1990, February 14, 1990). In the schools of
the future, students will demonstrate their performance not only
or even predominantly, on multiple-choice tests, but also through
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more authentic activities such as exhibitions, writing exercises,
and the compilation of portfolios (Newman, 1989; Rothman, Sep-
tember 13, 1989, February 14, 1990). More attention will also be
given to assessing sustained student performance. Finally, new
formats for assessment (e.g., teams of students solving problems
together outside the classroom) will be more likely to be found in
restructured schools than in more traditionally organized schools.

Teacher Choice

Teacher choice in creating learning experiences, with the con-
sequent variety of materials, undergirds much of what I have al-
ready presented about restructuring school curricula (Harvey &
Crandall, 1988; McCarthey & Peterson, 1989). Teachers assume
much more control over textbook selection (Boyer, 1983; Mc-
Carthey & Peterson, 1989) and curriculum development (Cor-
coran, 1989; David, 1989a, 1989b) in restructured schools. Ulti-
mately, "they would teach according to their own beliefs using the
instructional material that they had individually chosen for their
particular setting. Eventually, they would become the major rec-
ognized determiners of the curriculum" (Linde low, 1981, p. 126).

INSTRUCTION

Most children assume that Knowledge just happens to them, that it
is handed to them by some parentlike seer as if it were a peanut
butter and jelly sandwich. (Sizer, 1984, p. 3)

The focus of schooling must shift from teaching to learning. (Car-

negie Forum, 1986, p. 38)

Instructional changes .,chools that restructure their educa-
tional processes will be as comprehensive and radical as the cur-
ricular alterations, discussed above, are. The most fundamental
revision will be a shift from teacher-centered to learner-centered
pedagogy. The emphasis will be on the student, not on the deliv-
ery system. Students will be seen as "producers of knowledge"
and teachers "as managers of learning experiences" (Hawley,
1989, p. 32; see also Seeley, 1980). The "jugs and mugs" perspec-
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tive on teaching will cease to hold sway (Hawley, 1989; Seeley,
1988). A focus on acquiring information will be replaced by a con-
cern for ability to use knowledge. Teachers will no longer be "in
the coverage business but in the learning success business"
(Spady, 1988, p. 7). Elmore (1988a) captures the essence of this
restructured pedagogy when he notes that:

Prevailing notions of "normal practice" in schoolsteaching is tell-
ing, knowledge is the accumulation of facts, and learning is recall
will have to he replaced by more powerful ideals that emphasize the
role of the teacher as empowering and enabling students to take
control of their own learning, and of students as increasingly re-
sponsible for their own intellectual and moral development. (p. 1)

In this revised approach teachers will act as facilitators (Mc-
Carthey & Peterson, 1989), modelers (Spady, 1988), and coaches
(Sizer, 1984) who invest "students with increased power and re-
sponsibility for their own learning" (Elmore, 1988a, p. 3). This re-
structured pedagogical system is perhaps best captured by the la-
bel "teaching for understanding" (Elmore, 1988a, p. 11).

The limited teacher-directed model of instruction that has
dominated traditional classrooms (see Good lad, 1984; Powell et
al., 1985; Sizer, 1984) gives way to a greater variety of approaches
when teaching for understanding is stressed (D. L. Cohen, Octo-
ber 25, 1989; Passow, 1988; Rothman, June 21, 1989). Instruction
becomes less generic and more personalized"coaching, tailor-
ing, and individualizing are all frequently referenced approaches"
in pedagogical restructuring efforts (Harvey & Crandall, 1988, p.
13; see also Houston, 1989). Rather than suppressed, the complex-
ity of teaching is recognized and built upon in initiatives to revise
the core technology (see Bradley, September 13, 1989a, 1989b).

Cooperative approaches to learning in which students work
together in teams are stressed by almost everyone connected with
restructuring teaching and learning (David, 1989a). For example,
in their effort to restructure educational processes, one pioneering
junior high school in Los Angeles has adopted the "team/small
group model" of instruction from Germany. In this model "most
classroom instruction takes place in table groups made up of from
four to six students of varying academic abilities and social back-
grounds" (Viadero, November 1, 1989, p. 18).

1; 0
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As with curriculum, teachers are allotted considerable discre-
tion over pedagogy in schools in which the teachinglearning pro-
cess is reformed (Bolin, 1989; Carnegie Forum, 1986; Wise, 1989).
It is also envisioned that the conditions to allow teachers to exer-
cise this controlsignificantly fewer students, additional time to
reflect and plan, more enlightened administrative leadership, ad-
ditional influence over school-level decision-makingwill char-
acterize schools that restructure their approaches to teaching
(American Association, 1988; National Commission for Excellence
in Teacher Education, 1985; National Governors' Association,
1987; National Science Board, 1983).

Instruction in restructured classrooms is not only more coop-
erative for students but also more collegial for faculty (National
Governors' Association, 1986). Many school systems at the fore-
front of restructuring efforts (e.g., Rochester) are developing dif-
ferentiated staffing arrangements similar to those proposed by the
Carnegie Forum (1986) and the Holmes Group (1986). Others are
developing alternative structures within the schoolsmall houses
of teachers and studentsto personalize schooling (Viadero, No-
vember 1, 1989). In addition, partially in response to the need for
pinning and delivering integrated curricula, teachers in a num-
ber of schools are creating team teaching approaches to instruc-
tion (see Corcoran, 1989; Moore-Johnson, 1989). Finally, as a con-

sequence of the professionalization of teaching, instructors are
acting less like individual entrepreneurs (see Lortie, 1975; Rosen-
holtz, 1985) and more like members of a partnership. All of these
forces are combining to enhance cooperative pedagogical ap-
proaches among the teaching core in restructured schools.

EQUITY

And in the debate about public schools equity must be seen not as a
chapter of the past but as the unfinished agenda of the future. To
expand access without upgrading schools is simply to perpetuate
discrimination in a more subtle form. (Boyer, 1983, p. 6)

No subject is more important to providing quality education for mi-

norities than the restructuring of schools. (Quality Education for Mi-

norities Project, 1990, p. 3)
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A third series of changes commonly suggested for the core
technology of restructured schools focuses on the issue of equity.
At the core of these revisions is a renewed concern for the educa-
tion of all students, especially those who have been ineffectively
served in the pastthe so-called "at risk" students. This interest
has arisen for two major reasons. The first is economic. For the
first time in our history we are facing the economic imperative to
educate all students to relatively high levels of performance. The
surplus of workers is shrinking while levels of competence re-
quired in the workplace are increasing. A good education for all
seems to be economically desirable (Murphy, 1989b; Seeley, 1988).
At the same time, the deeply ingrained belief that the role of
schooling is to sort students into two groupsthose who will
work with their heads and those who will toil with their hands
(see Goodiad, 1984, p. 142)is being challenged. A fundamental
shift in the underlying model of learning is occurring in schools
engaged in restructuring for equity. There is movement away from
a psychologically based model of learning that emphasizes the in-
nate capacity of the student to a sociological framework that
underscores the importance of the conditions of learning (see
S. K. Miller & Brookover, 1986). With this development, accept-
ance of the belief that all students can learn has increased and
important efforts to restructure schooling (and society) to imple-
ment this new view of learning are under way:

Up to now, the actual operating goal of American societywhatever
the ideal of rhetoric, or the commitment of individual schools or
teachershas been to provide educational services for all children,
but to expect a "bell curve" distribution of success, with large num-
bers of children falling in the "mediocre" or "failure" range. Al-
though the change is coming in part because powerful business in-
terests have concluded that the current goal is inadequate for a
successful economy, the new goals being articulated are not for nar-
row vocational training, or minimal literacy for reading job manuals,
but "higher order thinking skills" and even "liberal education" for
all children. As the Carnegie Foundation Task Force Report puts it,
it means "our schools must graduate the vast majority of their stu-
dents with achievement levels long thought possible only for the
privileged few." Although only a few leadership groups have begun
to take this new goal seriously, it represents a significant shift in the
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goals for our educational system, and a fundamental component of
a new vision, since all other components gain motive force from this
shift in goals. (Seeley, 1988, p. 34)

Improvement Issues

Coupled with this new economic imperative and fundamen-
tal shift in beliefs about student capacity to learn is a renewed
interest in developing more effective ways of serving at-risk
youth. A number of approachesincluding, most prominently,
the effective schools movement, Accelerated Schools (Levin,
1987), Success for All (Slavin, 1988, 1990), and the Coalition of
Essential Schools (Watkins & Lusi, 1989)have been developed
in the service of this goal. What these and other efforts share, in
addition to a belief in the educability of all students, are strategies
designed to alter many of the routines currently found in schools
that disadvantage at-risk youth. Specifically, restructuring advo-
cates attack the teaching of separate (and hierarchically organized)
knowledge and skills to different students (e.g., vocational skills
to some, critical thinking skills to others) and the homogeneous
grouping of students (tracking) to receive that knowledge (Quality
Education for Minorities Project, 1990). Equity proponents are at
the forefront of the calls for the development of a core body of
knowledge for all students, which I discussed earlier (Carnegie
Council, 1989; Committee on Policy for Racial Justice, 1989; Good-
lad, 1984; Quality Education for Minorities Project, 1990). Districts
pioneering restructuring efforts in this area, such as Jackson, San
Diego, and Denver, have abolished remedial classes and now re-
quire students traditionally placed in these programs to partici-
pate in regular classes (Rothman, October 11, 1989a). In order to
ensure that students grouped heterogeneously by ability will be
successful, restructured schools are also revising instructional ap-
proaches. Cooperative learning strategies appear to be particu-
larly compatible with the equity goals of restructuring.

Compensatory instructional programs that separate at-risk
youth from their more advantaged peers have also been subjected
to strong criticism by educators restructuring for equity (Commit-
tee on Policy for Racial Justice, 1989), and pioneering school dis-
tricts have begun eliminating "pull-out" programs that create this
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division (McCarthey & Peterson, 1989). Various reform reports
have also called for strengthening the social bonds between school
staff and at-risk students (e.g., Boyer, 1983). Schools have set
about this task by altering organizational structures to provide
these students with additional assistance on a routine basis and to
create the context in which personal relationships can develop.
Suggestions for renewed emphasis on the cultural and ethnic her-
itage of at-risk students have also been advanced as a way of de-
veloping an organizational milieu that supports efforts to enhance
equity (Committee on Policy for Racial Justice, 1989; Schmidt, Feb-
ruary 14, 1990).

Expansion Issues

Equity issues are not, however, confined to the schoolhouse.
There is an increasing awareness among proponents of restructur-
ing that schooling is but one element of a complex web of social
institutions that provide American youth with the services they
may need to succeed (Cunningham, 1989; Kirst, 1989; Kirst et al.,
1989; Quality Education for Minorities Project, 1990). Three inter-
related aspects of this larger concern for equity are found in the
literature on educational reform. The firstearly start education
and health services for at-risk children before the age of fivewas
a major plank of the 1989 presidential education summit (Miller,
October 4, 1989). Interest in this area has resulted in calls for ex-
pansion of Head Start-type programs and services (Finn & Clem-
ents, 1989) and full funding of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (Boyer, 1983). The second macro-level equity issue
deals with extending both the time and amount of services avail-
able to students each day, e.g., an extended day from 7:00 A.M. to
6:00 P.M. in which students could receive special tutoring and rec-
reational activities. The third underscores the need to "bridge the
connection between the conditions of education and the total con-
ditions of children" (Kirst et al., 1989, p. 28); it focuses on devel-
oping better coordination and "collaboration among schools and
other social-service agencies" (Viadero, November 15, 1989, p. 6;
see also Finn & Clements, 1989; Jennings, June 21, 1989). All three
of these broad efforts signal a renewed interest in promoting
equity by stressing efforts to deal with the whole child (D. L.
Cohen, October 11, 1989; Wehlage, Rutter, & Turnbaugh, 1987).
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DELIVERY STRUCTURES

The organization of schooling appears to proceed as if we had no
relevant knowledge regarding the development of children and
youth. (Good lad, 1984, p. 323)

The structure is getting in the way of children's learning. (Sizer,
1984, p. 205)

Efforts to improve the performance of schools without changing the
way they are organized . . . will therefore probably meet with no
more than modest success. (Chubb, 1988, p. 29)

Foundation for Change

Rather significant alterations in the structures used to deliver
educational services constitute the final component of a restruc-
tured core technology for schools. Changes are designed to
underscore the centrality of human relationships in schools, to re-
place program isolation with connectedness, and to promote per-
sonal engagement in the teachinglearning process. They repre-

sent a fundamental reconceptualization of school climatea shift
from an emphasis on its physical factors and toward a focus on its
human elements. All of the structural revisions are designed to
support, or to provide a context for, the restructuring of the edu-
cational processes discussed earlier.

At the heart of these calls for organizational change is an in-

creasing disenchantment with impersonal, time-based, calendar-
based learning arrangements. For schools concerned with restruc-
turing educational processes, learning theory and student needs
take precedence over the custodial interests of parents, adminis-
trative convenience, and market forces (i.e., the need to protect
adult jobs in the workplace) in the creation and reshaping of struc-
tures to house teaching and learning ( Sizer, 1984; Spady, 1988).
Calendar-based school organizations giv way to structures
grounded on three powerful concepts: mastery (or outcome)
based learning, developmentally based learning, and the person-
alization of learning.

Spady (1988) is an eloquent spokesperson for the first of these
perspectives on learningthe need to restructure the core tech-
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nology of schools around the concept of demonstrated student
mastery:

To appreciate the inconsistency between this sensible concept [or-
ganizing schools on the basis of student outcomes] and the way we
actually organize and operate schools, we need to look closely at the
prevalent practice paradigm: the fundamental character and operat-
ing relationships of our system of education. That paradigm is both
defined by and organized around the calendar. School decision mak-
ing, curriculum planning, instructional and administrative opera-
tions, institutional arrangements, student certification, and gradua-
tion systems, and student opportunity and eligibility conditions
all are defined by and tied directly to the calendar. The calendar and
its adjuncts, the clock and the schedule, exert a pervasive influence
on both the organization of schools and the thinking of those who
work and study in them. Consider these universally accepted terms:
school years, semesters, Carnegie units, seat time, credit hours,
class periods, grade levels, programs of study, and student eligibil-
ity criteria. They all reflect our time-based way of doing business.
Even courses, which we commonly refer to as "bodies of knowl-
edge," are actually time blocks that uniformly last nine months, no
matter what the content to be mastered or the success of students in
mastering it. A "course" ends when timeusually the semester
runs out, not when students demonstrate the learnings the course
was intended to convey. In short, we behave as if the entire educa-
tional system would collapse if teaching, testing, grading, awarding
of credit, and promotion did not follow the calendar-driven two se-
mester schedule. (pp. 45)

In the outcome-based paradigm, it is the outcomes, not the calen-
dar, that determine credit and, in turn, define what constitutes a
"course" and the content ,ieeded in that course. Here the key issue
is reaching the outcomes successfully, not precisely when or how
much time it takes to do it. (p. 5).

The second central idea underlying calls for change in deliv-
ery structures is a "continuous progress" (Good lad, 1984, p. 311),
or developmentally paced, approach to learning. This strategy "al-
lows pupils to advance from one concept skill level to the next as
they are ready regardless of age or grade" (D. L. Cohen, Decem-
ber 6, 1989, p. 13). In order to support developmentally paced
learning, proponents such as the National Association for the
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Education of Young Children have lobbied for the use of such flex-
ible delivery structures as multi-age grouping.

Personalization, or the humanization of the organizational cli-
mate (Harvey & Crandall, 1988), is the third building block on
which efforts to reshape school delivery structures rest. The goal
in overhauling traditional organizational arrangements, in over-
coming the neutrality and peaceful coexistence characterizing hu-
man relations in schools (see Powell et al., 1985; Sedlak et al.,
1986; Sizer, 1984), is to develop a vibrant community of people
teachers, students, parents, administratorsworking collectively

toward the same important goals. Personalization of structures fa-
cilitates the establishment of positive social bonds between adults
and youth (Wehlage et al., 1987) in the absence of which many
students are likely to drift through schools (Murphy, Hull, &
Walker, 1987; Resnick & Resnick, 1985; Sedlak et al., 1986). This
social compact helps to reverse patterns of student alienation
(Wehlage et al., 1987; Weis & Hawkins, 1979) and to break the
cycle of pervasive student disengagement from serious intellectual
pursuits (Powell et al., 1985; Sizer, 1984). The importance of per-
sonalization of structures was addressed by the Carnegie Council
(1989):

The enormous middle grade school must be restructured on a more
human scale. The student should, upon entering middle grade
school, join a small community in which peoplestudents and
adultsget to know each other well to freate a climate for intellec-
tual development. Students should feel that they are part of a com-
munity of shared educational purpose. . . . Every student needs at
least one thoughtful adult who has the time and takes the trouble to
talk with the student about academic matters, personal problems,
and the importance of performing well in middle grade school. (p.

37)

Powell et al. (1985) remind us that

Personalization has a human and professional dimension. The hu-
man side involves knowing students from the point of view of a
concerned adult friend, whilk the professional side adds the element
of specialized knowledge about particular strengths and weaknesses

in learning. . . . All teachers and indeed all school-based profession-
als should advise students on a regular basis. Therapeutic skills are
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not what most students need from advisers. What they need are
adults who know them as unique learners, complex and distinctive.
(p. 318)

Sizer (1984) makes the con.iection between personalization and
structure:

Personalization of learning and instruction requires a flexible school
structure. A flexible structure implies a simple structure. A school day
segmented into seven or eight time units, each with its own set of
imperatives, is almost impossible to bend. A curriculum represented
by six or seven autonomous subjects quickly freezes hard: . . .

Furthermore, such a fractionated and specialized set of subjects dis-
torts knowledge for young minds; a simpler, more cogent organiza-
tion of subject matter is wise. (pp. 216-217)

Micro-I.evel Strategies

Inspired by these three key ideas, reform advocates have sug-
gested an array of changes in educational delivery systems con-
sistent with the paradigms of "teaching for understanding" and
"student as worker." I have already mentioned one of thesea
decreased workload for teachers. There is a growing understanding
that unless current work conditions of teachers are altered, it will
be impossible to restructure the core technology of schools suc-
cessfully (Holmes Group, 1986; National Commission for Excel-
lence in Teacher Education, 1985). Or, as Boyer (1983) has stated,
"the push for excellence in education must begin by confronting
those conditions that drive good teachers from the classroom in
the first place" (p. 155). Some pioneering districts like Cincinnati
have begun to lighten the instructional load of teachers by reduc-
ing the required number of classes at the secondary level and by
providing additional preparation time for elementary school
teachers (Moore-Johnson, 1988). Others, like those in the Coali-
tion of Essential Schools, have reduced teaching loads by limiting
the total number of pupils with whom teachers can work each
day e.g., 80 students as opposed to the more customary number
of between 120 and 180 (Harvey & Crandall, 1988). Still others
have reduced class size to more manageable numbers by making
more effective use of volunteers and aides and by having support
personnel work in regular classroom settings (McCarthev & Peter-
son, 1989; see also Fernandez, 1989). The flexibility created by re-



The Core Technology 67

duced loads has been used to promote cooperative planning and
instructional activities among teachers, to facilitate more intensive
work with smaller groups of pupils, and to allow staff to partici-
pate in professional development activities (Bradley, November 1,
1989).

Schools that are engaged in reforming delivery systems have
also shown considerable flexibility in the ways they organize stu-
dents for learning. In the best of these, "students are arranged in
a variety of ways for various activities and skills throughout the
day resulting in alternative grouping patterns for different stu-
dents and subjects" (McCarthey & Peterson, 1989, p. 18; see also
Lipsitz, 1984). At least six different threads are evident in the tap-
estry of flexible organizational arrangements:

1. flexible use of space,
2. less regimented scheduling patterns,
3. nontraditional grouping patterns within classes,
4. more flexible instructional arrangements,
5. less emphasis on self-contained classrooms,
6. less use of age grouping patterns.

One is n.ore creative use of space (Carnegie Forum, 1986). A sec-

ond is the use of scheduling patterns that facilitate the develop-
ment of the social bonds noted above. An example of such a pat-
tern is the use of "home-base guidance" programs in Rochester
secondary schools in which "teachers are assigned to small

groups of students to establish continuity for the students during
their [middle school and high] school years" (Bradley, October 18,
1989, p. 11). A third thread is the use of nontraditional patterns of
grouping pupils within classes. In these cases, there is less em-
phasis on homogeneous grouping by ability and greater reliance
on cooperative strategies that more easily mix students of differing
abilities, races, and socioeconomic backgrounds (Viadero, No-
vember 1, 1989).

Restructuring schools are also beginning to he less reliant on
"a welter of 20- to 50-minute segments devoted to separate sub-
jects" (Elmore, 1989, p. 13). They are heeding calls for flexibility in
arranging instructional time (Carnegie Council, 1969) and are
"discovering that using the pedagogy of student as worker (is)
facilitated by having larger blocks of time" (Watkins & Lusi, 1989,

p. 5; see also Corcoran, 1989; David, 1989a). For example, some
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teachers in D. W. Griffith Junior High School in Los Angeles are
exchanging classroom time slots and doubling up class periods for
more involved activities (Viadero, November 1, 1989). At Hope
Essential High School in Providence, the teaching team is employ-
ing double periods every other day to present its interdisciplinary
curricula.

Flexible scheduling has also begun to crack the self-contained
classroom mold in elementary schools. In schools that are restruc-
turing their delivery systems, students are able to move more
freely among teachers who are working cooperatively to help a
variety of students in the school, not simply those in their own
classrooms. Team teaching approaches are also being advocated
and implemented by proponents of restructuring in some elemen-
tary school settings (Viadero, November 1, 1989).

Lastly, "the tyranny of age-grading" (Sizer, 1984, p. 63; see
also Cuban, 1989; Quality Edubtion for Minorities Project, 1990)
is being challenged in a number of schools engaged in creating
alternative educational delivery processes (Watkins & Lusi, 1989).
For example, experiments in multi-age grouping are under way in
Jefferson County, Kentucky. In Los Angeles' D. W. Griffith Junior
High School, four teachers team to instruct 120 students over the
entire three years of their junior high experience (Viadero, No-
vember 1, 1989). The Lake George, New York, elementary school
has developed a program that "shun[s] the restrictions of ind' 'id-
ual grade levels. . . . [It] offer[s], instead, flexible groupings that
encompass a two- to four-year span, allowing movement between
levels for those pupils ready to advance or needing more help in a
subject" (D. L. Cohen, December 6, 1989, p. 1). On the state level,
Ohio is piloting a program in 12 districts that groups students by
skill level rather than by age (State Capitals, October 11, 1989).

Macro-Level Strategies

The restructuring efforts described above are often aug-
mented by more global strategies to alter organizational arrange-
ments for teaching and learning. One of these is the attempt to
change the traditional delivery system by contracting out for teach-
ing services. "The concept of private practice teaching originated
with a group of educators and business people in Minnesota more
than a decade ago" (Viadero, September 13, 1989). The practice is
consistent with an emerging trend in the business community in
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which firms are building their operations around a small core of
regular employees and then purchasing additional services from
private consultants (see Beare, 1989). As Moore-Johnson (1989)
has documented, schools in at least one district at the forefront of
restructuring efforts have begun to contract out for specialized
professional services:

In response, varying practices are emerging in Dade County. One
elementary school council transferred a Spanish teacher who was
not meeting the students' needs and hired a Berlitz teacher to re-
place her. Four schools eliminated the position of assistant principal
and spent the salary allotments on after-school programs, supplies,
and aides. A junior high school cut eight full-time positions and
bought outside hourly instruction in special subjects. (p. 11; see also

Fernandez, 1989)

Other macro-level efforts to restructure delivery systems in-
clude some of the expansion strategies I noted in the discussion of
equity. Central to these are revisions to the predominant organi-
zational arrangement in schoolsthe 180-day school year with in-
struction delivered from 9 A.M. to 3 P.M. to students between the
ages of 5 and 18 living in a specified geographical pocket of a given
community. Important challenges to this basic organizational par-
adigm have been raised by the National Association of State
Boards of Education (D. L. Cohen, October 25, 1989), the National
Council of Chief State School Officers (Viadero, November 15,
1989), and the Quality Education for Minorities Project (1990) (see
also D. L. Cohen, January 10, 1990). Districts pioneering restruc-
turing efforts in this area are involved in: lengthening the school
day on both ends; expanding the population served; addressing
the needs of the whole student; creating activities that require stu-
dents to perform useful service in the community; developing
more integrated networks with social, welfare, health, and other
youth-service organizations; expanding the range of places in
which instruction unfolds; and building networks between tradi-
tionally isolated individual school organizations. One example of
such an effort is the "remarkably successful summer program
[in New Orleans] that combines teaching reading to children,
strengthening teachers' skills, and providing a visible model of an
alternative structure for schools and classrooms" (David, 1989a, p.
14). Others include the use of satellite learning center schools that
"are operated by the school district in a facility constructed and
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paid for by the host corporation and operated on its property"
(Fernandez, 1989, p. 15) and the use of Saturday morning classes
in many schools in Dade County, Florida (David, 1989a).

Most of the schools clustering in the top group of our sample on
major characteristics were small, compared with the schools cluster-
ing near the bottom. It is not impossible to have a good large school;
it simply is more difficult. (Good lad, 1984, p. 309)

The most well-documented efforts at changing the larger or-
ganizational structure of schools focus on those schools that have
attempted to personalize education by creating smaller and more
humane organizationsby restructuring schools into houses (Snider,
March 1, 1989), by creating schools-within-schools (United States
Department of Education, 1989) or alternative programs within
schools (Corcoran, 1989). The basic idea here is that each house or
program "is to be characterized by its own curriculum, students,
faculty and counselors. For most activities, each house is self-
sufficient" (Good lad, 1984, p. 311). The rationale behind this fun-
damental revision in delivery structure has been nicely laid out by
the Carnegie Council for Adolescent Development (1989):

Schools-within-schools offer young adolescents a stable clustering of
teachers and peers. The house creates the conditions for teams of
teachers and students to coalesce, for the advisor and students to
get to know each other, and for students to begin to form close as-
sociations with peers. (p. 38)

This type of organizational change accomplishes three things.
First, as noted earlier, it helps reduce isolation and personalize
schooling (Quality Education for Minorities Project, 1990). Sec-
ond, the better schools-within-schools models foster important
changes in the basic building block of schools and in teacher ori-
entations. In ideal houses, reorganization is "based on student
cohorts rather than content departments" (Snider, March 1, 1989,
p. 6), and teachers identify with houses as opposed to depart-
ments and/or discipline areas (Carnegie Council, 1989). Third, by
bringing about these revisions in groupings and orientations,
schools restructured into houses create the context in which im-
portant changes in curriculum, instruction, and equity (e.g., team

253 teaching, cooperative learning) are more likely to flourish. Thus,
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structural revisions have the potential to support, and can often
act as catalysts for, significant changes in the teachinglearning
process that can in turn enhance active student engagement,
thereby creating a learning context for the student as worker.

SUMMARY

Calls from politicians, citizens, and educators for the funda-
mental restructuring of American public education have domi-
nated the educational reform arena for the past five years. Yet all
too often, in their haste to reconfigure the organization and gov-
ernance of schools, these reformers have paid insufficient atten-
tion to the core activity of educationthe teachinglearning pro-
cess. I hold this neglect of educational processes to be a serious
problem. I see little evidence that important changes in classrooms
will follow automatically from alterations in roles, authority flows,
and management structures. In fact, it appears quite likely that
these better changesfundamental as they might bemay wash
over classrooms like so many previous improvement efforts. Re-
structuring must begin with teaching and learning. Other at-
tempts at reform should follow from an understanding of the
conditions required to support important new methods of under-
taking the basic business of schooling, educating America's youth.

In this chapter, I addressed the issue of restructuring the tech-
nical core directly. I began by outlining the five paths we followed
in our attempt to understand reformation of teaching and learn-
ing. On the basis of that knowledge, I then discussed in some
detail the types of changes one might find in schools where re-
structuring actually penetrated the classroom. I organized the
analysis into the five areas of student engagement, curriculum,
instruction, equity, and delivery structures. Within each one, I
portrayed how educational processes in restructured schools
would compare with conditions that characterize technical core
operations in traditional schools. When possible, 1 presented ex-
amples where important experiments in reform were under way.
In the final chapter, I turn my attention to an appraisal of the re-
structuring movement as it is currently unfolding.
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CHAPTER 6

Concerns and Implementation
Issues

The justification given for restructuring often seems to
focus on improving the status, autonomy, and income of
teachers, and on decentralizing educational decision
making generally. It seems likely that many school board
members, school administrators, parents, first wave re-
formers, and other citizens may have trouble under-
standing why this will improve student learning. (Haze
ley, 1988, p. 4261

Throughout the earlier chapters of this volume I have raised
a series of questions about some of the fundamental planks of the
restructuring movement. In this concluding chapter, I discuss
some of these concerns more directly. I also examine issues of im-
plementation. That is, I outline those factors that will need to be
addressed if the seeds of transformational change are likely to
flourish.

CONCERNS AND PROBLEMS

Lack of Attention to Core Technology

Restructuring is a governance or management reform. (Carnov &
MacDonell, 1990, p. 51)

The relationship between teachers and principals is at the crux of
school restructuring. (Rallis, 1990, p. 189)

The development of new roles for teachers lisj on the crest of the
wave of restructuring. (Smvlie & Denny, 1989, p. 2)
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Statements such as these represent prevailing thought in the
restructuring movement. It is not surprising, therefore, that, of
the strategies of restructuring discussed in chapters 2-5, teaching
for understanding has received the least amount of attention, both
in reform reports and in state-, district-, and school-level efforts to
restructure schools: "Few reform reports have touched on the
heart of the educational process, what is taught and how it is
taught" (National Governors' Association, 1989, p. 1). Teacher
empowerment, school-based management, and choice have been
the topics of greatest interest (Ericson & Ellett, 1989; Murphy &
Evertson, 1990; Hawley, 1988). Moreover, these three restructur-
ing strategies are increasingly being treated as ends in themselves
rather than as means to improved learning for students (Council
of Chief State School Officers, 1989; Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988).
They are decoupled from the very outcomes they were created to
improve. Ericson and Ellett (1989) also point out a key outcome of
decoupling reform strategies from the teachinglearning process:

It is studentstheir goals and their motivationsthat may well
prove to be the Achilles heel of the educational reform movement.
In other words, we might well improve the quality of the teaching
corp[sl, legislate higher academic requirements, and reform teacher
education to the educational reform movement's content, and yet
totally fail in achieving anything close to educational excellence in
our schools. The reason will be that there is a nearly total disregard
for rational student interaction with the educational system. Stu-
dents, in rational pursuit of their own ends, are clearly capable of
scuttling the educational reform movement. (p. 1)

I find this lack of attention to the teaching -- learning process
troubling for a variety of reasons. First, I believe that, since teach-
ing and learning form the heart of all schooling operations, then
our understanding of educational processes in restructured
schools should he at least as well developed as our understanding
of school-based management, teacher empowerment, and choice
is. Second, our work on restructured schools has led to a very
troubling conclusion: the connections between improved educa-
tional processes and the other components of changediscretion
enjoyed at the school level, authority wielded by teachers, and
options available to parentsare tenuous at best (see also Hawley,
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1988; Ma len et al., 1989). I believe, therefore, that revisions in or-
ganizational and governance structures should be more tightly
linked to revisions in curriculum and instruction (Bolin, 1989). Re-
forms should "backward map" (Elmore, 1979-80) from the stu-
dent. That is, fundamental discussions about how to restructure
educational processes for more effective learning should flow
from rich conceptions of teaching and learning and should pre-
cede the restructuring of other aspects of schooling (Sykes & El-
more, 1989). That is why I featured "teaching for understanding"
in this volume.

Lack of Connection Between Restructuring Efforts
and Student Outcomes

The political rhetoric is running far ahead of the evidence. (Associa-
tion for Supervision and Curriculum Development, cited in Roth-
man, March 7, 1990, p. 8)

As the nation embarks on a restructuring of the educational system,
it will discover that sound new knowledge and well-tested products
are in short supply. It will also find that many of the proposed "so-
lutions" to current problems have little theoretical or empirical
grounding. (Wise, 1989, October IF, p. 36)

What makes the lack of direct attention to teaching and learn-
ing in current efforts to transform schools particularly troubling is
the fact that the connections between student outcomes and the
other components of restructuring have yet to be firmly estab-
lished. The assumption that empowerment of parents, decentral-
ization of school operations, and the professionalization of teach-
ing will lead to enhanced learning for youngsters has been
questioned by a number of students of organizational theory and
educational politics, assailed by others, and demonstrated by
none (see especially Ma len et ai., 1989). For example, in his in-
sightful essay on decentrali.:ation and choice, David Cohen (May
1989) notes:

The relations between policy and practice also are taken for granted.
Many . . . focus; on how changes in the coarse structure of educa-
tionfinance, politics, and organizationmight affect instruction.
As in most discussions of educational reform, some direct relation-
ship between coarse structure and practice is assumed. But the re-
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lations between policy and organization on the one hand, and in-
structional practice on the other have been a frustrating problem for

US policymakers, educators, and researchers. While connections are
regularly assumed and asserted, they are much less often confirmed
by research or experience. (p.2)

Despite a good deal of informed opinion about the salutary
effects of SBM, teacher empowerment, and choice, the empirical
evidence is troublesomely thin. Systematic monitoring of current
restructuring efforts such as SBM is rare (Clune &T. White, 1988).

When such monitoring does occur, it tends to be focused on the
initial segments of the long path to outcomes, for example, on
changes in the attitudes of teachers and parents (Carnoy
MacDonell, 1990; Moore-Johnson, 1989). It is particularly bother-
some that an entire movement that is built on the foundation of a
shift from processes to outcomes and on an overriding concern for
accountability should be devoting so little attention to results and
should, like earlier movements, be characterized by an inordinate
concern with the search for conforming evidence. Almost un-
avoidably, conclusions are drawn from early restructuring activi-
ties when all the hoopla from the change itself is likely to produce
the least reliable findings. In addition, much of the monitoring
and assessment to date have been conducted by site level advo-
cates for restructuring"sources which are potentially biased and
admittedly problematic" (Moore-Johnson, 1989, p. 3; see also
Lotto, 1983).

Equally disquieting is the fact that rather serious cracks have
been found in the theoretical grounding (and informed opinion)
for the structural components of restructuring. Perhaps most
damaging is the conclusion of Ma len et al. (1989) that the theoret-
ical linkages between structural changes (e.g., SBM) and the
bridging variables (e.g., teacher attitudes) that connect them to
important outcomes (e.g., enhanced student learning)

are neither direct nor dependable, simple nor linear. A host of fac-
tors combine to offset the impact of formal structural changes. Some
of those factors relate to the characteristics of participants (e.g., their

attitudes, orient,-,tio.ls, predispositions, skill and will in deploying
resources to acquire influence) while others relate more to systemic
Forces (e.g., deeply engrained norms, the discretion afforded by the

formal structural arrangements, the availability and stability of crit-
ical resources). Unfortunately little is known about the manner in
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which these and other factors combine and interact to shape re-
sponses to the formal alteration of governance structures. (p. 29)

Thus, not only is the empirical support for the structural compo-
nents of restructuring weak, but also the theoretical foundations
may be less firm ihan commonly assumed. Ma len and her col-
leagues (1989) call for more robust conceptualizations of the theo-
retical underpinnings of restructuring.

The evidence accumulated so far suggests that there are in-
sufficient data to link the structural components of restructuring
choice (Elmore, 1988b), SBM (Ma len et al., 1989), and teacher
empowerment (Moore-Johnson, 1989)with student learning
outcomes. In many ways, this should not be surprising. To begin
with, efforts at reorganizationdespite the prevailing rhetoric
often have more to do with politics than with greater efficiency
and enhanced quality. Or, as Kaufman (cited in Chapman & Boyd,
1986, p. 51) succinctly puts it, "the calculus of reorganization is
essentially the calculus of politics itself."'

In addition, remember that choice, SBM, and empowerment
represent alterations to the fundamental structure of the educa-
tional enterprise. While I readily acknowledge the potential for
structures to shape conditions that in turn influence outcomes
(Murphy et al., 1985; Murphy, Mesa, & Hal linger, 1984), the path
between these macro-level reconfigurations and micro-level pro-
cesses and activities is long, many-jointed, and loosely linked in a
number of places. Structural changes in and of themselves never
have and never will predict organizational success, i.e., student
learning in this case. It is also instructive to remember that histor-
ically, the structural elements that, according to most analysts,
form the core of the restructuring movement have been decoupled
from the teachinglearning process (Meyer & Rowan, 1975). Thus,
in the absence of the type of work discussed in chapter 5 (more
micro-level efforts to address the production function itself and
concerted efforts to link structural changes with classroom pro-
cesses), analysts should be cautious in raising suggestions that
structural changeseven quite radical oneswill have a dramatic
impact on the outcomes of schooling. As Paul Heckman (cited in
Rothman, March 7, 1990) advised:

Instead of embracing structural change that may or may not enhance
student learning, schools should look behind classroom doors and
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determine factors that contribute to the kinds of interactions be-

tween students and teachers that promote achievement. (p. 8)

I concur. I also agree with scholars like Cohen (ay, 1989),
Elmore (1988a, 1988b), and Ma len and her colleagues (1989) who
have concluded "that the relationship between formal structural
adjustments and stated objectives cannot be taken for granted.
They must be subjected to empirical verification" (p. 30). At the
same time, I agree with Elmore's (1988b) contention that to "say
that there is no direct causal relationship, however, is not the
same as saying that there are no grounds for experimentation" (p.
93). What I have tried to do in this volume is to direct considerably
more of the discussion about restructuring toward the connec-
tions between teachers and students and to argue that powerful
new conceptions of teaching and learning should guide structural
efforts at transforming schools.

Potential Disequalizing Effects

Radical devolution of power over schooling must be expected to
benefit the rich and handicap the poor. . . . It is hard to see how a
serious concern for equity could express itself without a consider-
able degree of centralisation and uniformity of provision. (Watt,
1989, p. 24)

School restructuring, if it works, will create serious problems of
equity among schools. (Elmore, 1988a, p. 28)

While equity effects of choice strategies are receiving some
attention, the potential disequalizing consequences of SBM and of
empowering personnel at the site level have not been given much
consideration. To a certain extent, this lack of attention appears to

be the result of the fact that, unlike the first wave of reformers
(Green, 1987), transformative reformers have, in fact, highlighted
equity issues in their agendas for improvement (Murphy & Evert-
son, 1990). In addition, these reformers tend to focus on the
positive aspects of restructuring for traditionally disenfranchised
students and, as noted in chapter 1, clearly acknowledge the eco-
nomic imperative to reduce the failure rate of the current educa-
tional system. Yet some critics maintain that the threads of ineq-
uity are an inherent part of the restructuring tapestry. For
example, Watt (1989) asserts that self-managing schools "must dis-
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advantage poor children" (p. 23). In analyzing localized curricu-
lum planning, Watt sees "a tendency which seems almost inevi-
table: to design for schools in affluent areas curricula which will
be culturally rich and cognitively demanding, and for schools in
poor areas curricula which impose much lower expectations on
the students' capacity for intellectual development and hard work
. . ." (p. 23). He reports that, since the implementation of SBM in
schools in South Australia, there has been an increasing inequality
of provision of favorable conditions of learning between rich and
poor schools.' He concludes that "this increasing inequality of
provision is not an accidental and avoidable by-product of sweep-
ing devolution of power, but a central and virtually inevitable out-
come" (p. 22). He also notes, quite correctly, that the absence of a
centralized curriculum is most likely to harm students who move
frequentlytypically less advantaged pupils.3

In discussing choice and equity, Kerchner and Boyd (1988)
point out that "markets are particularly vulnerable to allocating
services according to economic class" (p. 101). Elmore (1988b) cau-
tions that what appears to be a neutral policy tool may in fact
produce highly segregated schools. He maintains that one conse-
quence may be that "active choosers congregate in one set of
schools and inactive choosers end up by default in other schools,
creating a stratified system which is responsible to the former and
ignores the latter" (p. 95). In a similar vein, Watt (1989) argues
persuasively that there are well-entrenched class differences in the
ability of parents to exert quality control at the grass-roots level
the very type of control seen by many advocates of choice as pro-
viding accountability for school performance (see Chubb & Moe,
1990). Placing control at this level will, he claims, disadvantage
less affluent parents and their children. He tackles the issue of
equity and choice directly:

The problem with free market policies, particularly in service areas,
is that they almost inevitably advantage the rich and disadvantage
the poor. Free market housing or transport policies, for instance, can
only mean focusing on providing for those who can pay, and ignor-
ing the needs of those who cannot. The position of the poor in a free
market medical system does not bear thinking about; fortunately, we
have not vet quite come to that.

Public schools under local control will obviously remain pub-
licly funded, at least largely, but are deregulated and privatised to
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the maximum extent possible under public funding. Under these
circumstances, increased inequalities in schooling are not an acci-
dental and correctable side-effect of a fundamentally fair set of in-
novations, but a predictable and virtually unavoidable outcome.

Where there is freedom to choose among a range of different
schools, the affluent are inevitably better placed to profit from the
freedom and range of choice, by either transporting children to
schools in other suburbs or by buying into another area. The poor
will in general have no available alternatives. This has, of course,
always been so. However, the more diversity in schooling is fostered
by devolution of power, the more crucial it becomes which school
one has attended. (p. 26)

Funding Concerns

It's true that you can't throw money at problems, but you can't
throw words at them either, and that's basically what Mr. Porter is
doing. (Robin Zabin, cited in Walker, 1989, November 8, p. 23)

Four financial issues limit our ability to clearly comprehend
school restructuring. The first has to do with determining the level
of resources required to radically transform the educational estab-
lishment. Few reform issues are more bipolar. One group argues
that sufficient funds are currently available to support reform.
They claim that what is needed is not more money but less bu-
reaucracy and more effort. On the other side of the debate are
those who maintain that insufficient resources have been made
available to fuel the reform movement (Jordan & McKeown, 1990).
Such reformers demand that enhanced effort be conjoined with
additional resources. They highlight "the frustration of teachers
with the education-reform movement, which is seen as demand-
ing more and more without providing adequate resources" (Brad-
ley, 1990, March 28, p. 11). The most nearly comprehensive anal-
ysis to date lends credence to the latter position:

From 1980 to 1988, the country moved rapidly toward funding the
first round of education reform that was launched by the 1983 Nation

at Risk report. The dollars needed to transform teaching into a full
profession, the second round of reform launched by the Carnegie
Forum and Holmes Group reports, have not been provided. Thus
continued education funding hikes are needed in order to finance
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the full education reform agenda that has been proposed by the
country's political, business, and education leaders (at the federal,
state, and local levels). (Odden, 1990, p. 45)

Thus it appears likely that efforts to radically reform American
education are being undercut by the unwillingness or inability of
society to pay for needed changesor, as Kerchner (1988) has
noted, "the cost of the existing educational reform movement is
probably well in excess of the capacity of states to finance it" (p.
391).

Compounding, yet perhaps somewhat softening, this conclu-
sion is the fact that very little attention has been devoted to the
issue of the costs of educational reform measures. Ginsberg and
Wimpelberg (1987) have concluded that "little, if any, attention is
paid to the financial or procedural requirements for putting [edu-
cational commission] recommendations into practice" (p. 358).
Even when expenditures are clearly specified, they usually do not
include opportunity costs. In the absence of data on the real costs
of educational programs, policvmakers are ill informed, and edu-
cators and students are ill served. Shepard and Kreitzer (1987)
found, for example, that the actual public costs to develop and
deliver the Texas Teacher Testto assess the skills of licensed
teacherswere ten times ($35.6 million) greater than the direct
costs ($3.0 million) included in the official state reports. In addi-
tion, the test resulted in more than $42 million in private costs,
including materials and supplies and projected wages for prepa-
ration time. In their summary on the issue of costs, they reported:

A one-time test for practicing teachers was considered to he one of
the cheapest of all the likely reforms. Data on the real public costs
of TECAT indicate that it was an expense more on the order of a
programmatic intervention . . . . (1987, p. 29)

If information on the costs of reform initiatives is limited and
somewhat misleading, data to compare the cost-benefits of differ-
ent reform measures are conspicuous by their absence (Levin,
1987). MV concern here is twofold. First, because the amount of
money that state legislatures have supplied to date and are pro-
jected to provide in th future for reform programs is limited (Od-
den, 1990), it is important to understand the benefits of investing
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public funds in differing reform strategies. Without this informa-
tion, it is difficult for policymakers to make appropriate decisions
(Levin, 1984; 1988). Second, the welfare gains (benefits) and the
welfare losses (costs) that accompany forced collective consump-
tion of government services (e.g., differentiated staffing arrange-
ments, school-based decision making) should be considered (see
Oates, 1972). For example, the benefits of differentiated staffing
arrangements might possibly be secured through less expensive
methods or might be offset by removing highly effective teachers
from the classroom for part of the day (Coombs, 1987).4

In addition to the less than adequate specification of cost data
and the virtual absence of information on the benefits of reform
proposals, the "pathetically small" amount of money states are
spending to assess the effects of their reform initiatives (Kirst,
1987, p. 163) is severely compromising our ability to learn from
restructuring efforts and to make more informed decisions about
the shape of the agenda for the future. There is a great need for
additional money to fuel data collection activities designed to
more effectively inform the policy development process to restruc-
ture America's schools (Southern Regional Educational Board,
1990).

Noncritical Adoption of Business Ideology

The school reform movement at the end of the last century was mo-
tivated by the desire to emulate the industrial sector. Many school-
men at this time regarded the corporate model of school governance
as a way out of backroom political control and the way to "organize
on a modern and rational plan our great and costly system of public
schools" (Callahan, 1962; Tvack, 1974; Tvack 1982). Reformers in the
early part of the 20th century wanted to make school administration
a science and looked to the literature on business efficiency to adapt
to the schools. Administrative progressives envisioned school sys-
tems that were run as efficient corporations. (Timar & Kirp, 1988,
p. 77)

A number of historical reviewers have eloquently chronicled
the significant influence of corporate organizational ideologies
and of modern business practices upon schools in the early part
of this century (see Beck & Murphy, 1990; Callahan, 1962; Camp-
bell et al., 1987; Tvack, 1974; Tvack & Hansot, 1982). School lead-
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ers, in response to tremendous public pressure for better out-
comes, and unable to find the solution in their own ranks, looked
outward for guidance. They focused on the efficiency movement
and borrowed its principles of scientific management. What fol-
lowed in the ensuing four decades were the construction and en-
trenchment of the bureaucratic infrastructure of schooling and the
widespread infusion into schools of the perspectives and values
of the business community. It is these same principles and views
that have come under such stringent attack over the last 15 years
(see chapter 1).

There is little evidence that we have learned from history. As
in the early 1900s, schools are again in a period of intense stress
(Ma len et al., 1989)confronted with highly critical reports of
their operations (see Murphy, 1990a, for a review) and vociferous
demands for improvement. Again, unable to "stem the rising tide
of adverse public opinion alone" (Campbell et al., 1987, p. 33),
educatorsespecially formal school leadersand policymakers
have turned their gaze outward for assistance. And again, they
have looked to the new corporate organizational ideology and
modern business practices for their answers (see chapter 1)mar-
ket-based solution strategies (choice) and decentralized methods
of operation (SBM and empowerment). A careful reading of his-
tory suggests that we should be critical consumers of these ideol-
ogies of organizing and managing. Two issues in particular are
worth raising in this regard. First, evidence of the effectiveness of
philosophies of management such as decentralized decision mak-
ing is not much more extensive in the business world than it is in
educationwhere I have already characterized it as trouble-
somely thin. Second, a good deal of the evidence that does exist
comes from outlier studiesinvestigations of unusually effective
organizations.' As I have noted elsewhere (Murphy et al., 1985),
the different contexts of effective and less effective organizations
make the routine transfer of findings from one to the other highly
problematic (see also Sykes & Elmore, 1989).

Troubling Contradictions

There is a great deal of tension in much of the activity unfold-
ing in the area of educational reform. As Boyd (1987) has astutely
recorded, there is a schizophrenic quality to much of it. To a cer-
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tain extent, this is inevitable. If educational organizations are non-
rational systems (M. D. Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972; Weick,
1976), then to expect change to transpire in an orderly fashion
is unrealistic. Or, stated somewhat differently, the rational
structural frame of reference (see Bolman & Deal, 1988) provides
a highly skewed and somewhat inaccurate picture of educational
reform (Murphy, 1989a). On the other hand, it is becoming clear
that in some cases the tensions and contradictions are, at a mini-
mum, delaying real reform, and, in other instances, are actually
counterproductive.

One area where this problem is obvious is in the use of policy
tools that are inconsistent with the underlying principles of the
restructured schools movement. One of the key policies used to
effect changewaivers granted by states "to reduce state policy
constraints in return for greater school-level commitment to stu-
dents' results" (Elmore, 1988a, p. 17)provides a good example.
By definition, the waiver strategy legitimizes the status quo. It
says, in effect, that the current system is fine and that it is incum-
bent on the petitioner to show otherwise. As Tucker (cited in Ol-
son, 1990, April 11, p. 19) notes, the waiver system maintains "the
current culture because it essentially leaves in place this whole
system of rules and regulations that define the real world that
people live in." Worse, it (1) continues to provide legitimacy to
historically ingrained, and questionable, assumptions about
schooling, (2) fails to address the fact that it is often not individual
policies but a complex web of rules and regulations that constrain
local freedom; (3) reinforces the "picket fence" mentality whereby
each office between the state and the classroom elaborates upon
formal regulations and contributes to the development of informal

norms and accepted ways of doing things that are often more con-
straining than the original rules; and (4) overlooks the historical
use of waiversby districts and schools incapable of meeting
minimum standards (see Olson, 1990, April 11; see also Carnov &
MacDonell, 1990). The waiver system also, again by definition,
requires considerable micromanagement of schools by state n-

cies, establishes a bureaucratic set of procedures and regulations
to deal with problems, places power squarely in the hands, not of
school personnel, but of state officials, and, not surprisingly, pro-
vides little incentive for action.

The waiver system between the state and the district is an

Li 0
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inappropriate policy instrument for transformational reform and
sends the wrong messages (see Deal, 1990). To be consistent with
the principles of restructuring, the policy selected shouid convey
the belief that it is the status quo that requires justification for
continuance. Chubb and Moe's (1990) policy approach to restruc-
turing clearly recognizes the contradictions inherent in employing
waivers to reform schooling: since they begin by jettisoning all
but the minimal state rules and regulations, there is no need for
waivers.

There is also a good deal of tension between the goals and
strategiesand residue (organizational sediment and inherited
guidance) (D. K. Cohen, May, 1989)of wave one reformers and
the agendas of restructuring advocates (Conway & Jacobson,
1990). While this latter group has expended considerable energy
in critiquing earlier reform initiatives, it has devoted significantly
less effort to analyzing how these two diverse approaches to re-
form might be integrated. Change is unlikely to be a winner-take-
all struggle between advocates of the two waves of reform: "A
happier outcome could result from blending centralization and
decentralization" (J. T. Murphy, 1989, p. 809). More thoughtful at-
tempts are needed to show how these two different reform philos-
ophies can be combined to draw upon the best of both while lim-
iting the negative aspects of eachto acknowledge J. T. Murphy's
(1989) paradoxical conclusion about well-run decentralized orga-
nizations: "successful decentralization depends on strong central-
ization in certain aspects of the organization" (p. 809) (see also
Firestone & Wilson, 1985; McLaughlin, 1987; Porter, 1988).

Finally, there are palpable conflicts among various dimen-
sions of the restructuring movement that have received inade-
quate attention to date!' For example, professionalism empowers
school employees; choice (and voice) empowers the school's
clients; and SBM empowers site-le% el administrators and, often,
teachers. Each strategy is based upon a fundamentally different
belief about who should control public education. To empower
one group is not necessarily to develop an organization that is
more responsive to the others (Zeichner, 1989). Other tensions are
even more troubling: national goals and school-based decision
making; teacher choice and core curriculum; curricular depth and
national performance (and possibly curriculum) standards. For ex-
ample, Cooper (1989) points out that some elements of restructur-
ing have the potential to neutralize others:

G
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More seriously, a prescribed curriculum is likely to standardize pro-
grams, monopolizing as much as 80 percent of children's time in
school and severely restricting the very choices that privatization
was designed to offer.

While some beefing up of the curriculum in many schools is
probably useful, the government may be undercutting its own ef-
forts to privatize. if all schools suddenly offer the same program,
what good are parental choice and local management of schools?
(p. 32)

Tbm,:pson (1988) speaks eloquently of the tension in preserving
diversity in

organization, financing, employment, and curriculum while at-
tempting to assure some standardization of educational out-
comes. . . . The reconciliation of measuring outcomes by some stan-
dard or partly by standardized measure while encouraging diversity
in local educational inputs will require great care at either the legis-
lative or department of public instruction level. (pp. 21-22)

And Rallis (1990) reminds us that

any discussion of teacher empowerment carries with it bedrock ten-
sions between autonomy and control, responsibility and account-
ability, collaboration and isolation, group goals and individual sat-
isfaction. (p. 194)

Advocates of radical reform have yet to discuss how these, and
other, seemingly contradictory elements of restructuring can all

unfold simultaneously.

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

In many respects, restructuring can be approached in a fashion sim-
ilar to implementing multiple, intertwined school improvement ef-

forts, with the understanding that they are incredibly more massive
and complex. (Harvey & Crandall, 1988, p. 15)

Any fundamental change in school organization will reverberate
through these institutionalized roles and interests, altering their po-
sitions relative to one another. Whether school restructuring is po-
litically and organizationally feasible, then, will depend on how
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clever the advocates of reform are in reckoning with those affected
by restructuring. (Elmore, 1988a, p. 8)

An objective reviewer of previous attempts at- educational re-
formespecially of what Elmore (1987) calls large, glacial changes
such as the restructuring movementwould be unlikely to wager
that the current cycle of reform will lead to major improvements.
Scholars from a variety of disciplineshistory, economics, politi-
cal science, organizational sociology--have developed insightful
explanations to show why and how cycles of reform wash over
the educational enterprise, leaving it largely unaltered (see D. K.
Cohen, 1989, 1990; Cuban, 1990; Elmore, 1987; Meyer & Rowan,
1975; Weick, 1976). Analysts have employed these insights to con-
struct a fairly persuasive case that the current reform movement
will fare no better than its predecessors. However, we enter this
new era of reform with considerably less organizational, political,
and technical naivete than we had in the past. We have learned a
good deal about both the macro-level organizational and political
factors and the micro-level implementation issues that will require
attention if improvement strategies are likely to take root. In the
remainder of this chapter, I briefly discuss some of the conditions
that will facilitate restructuring initiatives. Whenever possible, I
ground the analysis of the more generic implementation strategies
in the context of restructuring efforts currently afoot throughout
the country.

ReadinessTrust, Direction, and Risk

Shared vision held and nurtured by a progressive school board, su-
perintendent, and teachers' union is essential for the implementa-
tion and flourishment of restructuring initiatives. (Fernandez, 1989,
p. 31)

You have to leave room for failure. We're pioneers. (Unidentified
teacher, cited in Moore-Johnson, 1988, p. 750)

This first set of enabling conditions is designed to foster the
development of an organizational culture that will support edu-
cational transformation. As Bredeson (1989) rightly reminds us,
readiness is an important antecedent to restructuring. Not every-
one will be comfortable with the components of restructuring.

t4
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Some in fact will be quite skeptical of what they are likely to per-
ceive as another round of lofty pronouncements, flurries of activ-
ity, and marginal improvements. The likelihood of personal loss,
especially for those who currently control school systems (Bolin,
1989), will be quickly noted by others. And the potential of re-
structuring measures to aggravate existing tensions in the system
will not be lost on many. It is therefore not surprising that a num-
ber of students of restructuring have concluded that trust is a bed-
rock condition for change (Bredeson, 1989; Casner-Lotto, 1988;

Harrison et al., 1989; Schlechty, 1990). One major guideline for
nurturing this sense of trust has been proposed by Houston
(1989): attend first "to the relational as opposed to the technical
aspects" (p. 2) of change. Other strategies extracted from current
restructuring efforts include: helping people clearly see the advan-
tages of change (Chapman & Boyd, 1986); recognizing and accept-
ing resistance (Mojkowski & Fleming, 1988); allaying concerns and
fears about the unknown (Chapman & Boyd, 1986); developing
strong working relationships among groups (Elmore, 1988a); and
"affirming each school's or department's status as part of a larger
organization" (Harrison et al., 1989, p. 57).

One area where this development of trust seems crucial is in
labormanagement relations (Fernandez, 1989). Since some of

what is contained in the restructuring movement "stickfs) at the
heart of trade union doctrine" (Finn & Clements, 1989, p. 15) and
"may compel violations of long standing egalitarian norms among
teachers" (Conley, 1989, p. 15), it is important that teacher unions
feel that they are integrally involved in the entire transformational
change effort.' As Rallis (1990) notes:

Since establishing a professional culture will require great commit-
ment on the part of teachers, unions must be involved. Just as the
negotiating table has produced contracts that limit the time and re-
sponsibility the organization is able to ask of its teachers, it also can
be the most effective means to establish new work norms. Through
the power of collective bargaining, teachers can achieve more flex-

ible schedules and more flexible accountability systems. The union
can build acceptance and support for changes aimed at the enhance-
ment of the profession. Recent research by the Rand Corporation
reveals that plans for school change do not become real classroom
changes without the participation of a powerful, well-led teachers'
union. (p. 191)
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Readiness also includes a sense of direction, or purpose, that
is widely communicated and internalized by all stakeholders in
the change process (Harrison et al., 1989; Schlechty, 1990). It ap-
pears especially necessary to create what one might call "a sense
of the possibilities," i.e., a belief that something different is pos-
sible along with some conception about what those potentialities
are (see also Giroux, 1988). The idea of what a school is is so well
grounded in the minds of educators and parents that, when pro-
vided meaningful opportunities for change, thq are often at a
loss about what to do (Elmore, 1988a). Teachers and administra-
tors carry a lot of emotional baggage that predisposes them to act
in certain ways (Bolin, 1989). Likewise, a good deal of organiza-
tional sediment reinforces the status quo, making it difficult to see
different ways of organizing and acting (D. K. Cohen, 1989). Also,
schools have operated within such a confining web of externally
imposed rules and regulations for so long that, even when they
are removed, it is hard to imagine how things might be different
(Olson, 1990, April 11). Finally, deeply ingrained ways of acting
are tightly linked to sacred and traditional values in the education
professions (Corbett et al., 1987; Lortie, 1975). The fundamentally
conservative nature of this value structure (Lortie, 1975) often lim-
its the development of radical, transformational change proposals.
For all of these reasons, a sense of direction must be forged on the
anvil of dreams and possibilities of what schooling might become.
Systematic effortsthrough readings, discussions, and visits to
other schoolsto expand people's view of what can be done will
facilitate the development of a sense of direction for restructuring
schools.

The development of a sense of the possibilities is the first step
in establishing direction for restructuring efforts. The creation of
what Mojkowski and Fleming (1988) call the "grand design"
(p. 13) is the second. In effect, the grand design is a long-term plan
of operations that captures possibilities in ways that allow people
to direct their energies and assess their progress. Grand designs
in restructuring efforts work best when they (1) focus on teaching
and learning (Elmore, 1988a); (2) clearly delineate the new roles
and responsibilities everyone must fulfill in support of the plan
(Linde low, 1981; Lindquist & Muriel, 1989); and (3) address the
entire system, i.e., when they require "adaptation and integration
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by the entire organization" (Moore-Johnson, 1989, p. 23) and
when they reach the routine daily activities of the school (Elmore,
1988a).

Finally, readiness entails a commitment to take risks (David,
1989a; Fernandez, 1989) and the right to fail (Moore-Johnson,
1988), conditions not normally a part of the culture of schools (Gi-
roux, 1988). Willingness to take risks in turn is composed of at
least three ingredientsthe sense of the possibilities noted above,
incentives to change, and strong organizational support.

Time

In short, the new system generated a lot more work. (Lindelow,
1981, p. 103)

Empowerment via the express route is unlikely to occur in schools.
(Bredeson, 1989, p. 23)

Analysts and teachers themselves regularly emphasize the
importance of time in restructuring efforts (Radnofsky, Evertson,
& Murphy, 1990). Four aspects of this implementation issue re-
ceive a good deal of scrutiny. To begin with, reformers argue, time
is needed to get restructuring operations under way. Extracting
lessons from districts pioneering change efforts, they maintain
that transformational reform measures should be phased in
slowly (Lindelow, 1981). They report that these districts often be-
gin with pilot projects and volunteer schools before extending re-
structuring efforts more generally (Dade County, 1989; Lindelow,
1981). There is also the issue of an appropriate amount of time
required for results, the need to develop a time frame that is suf-
ficient to ensure that complex changes can unfold and begin to
produce desired outcomes. In Harvey and Crandall's (1988)
words, "a long-range plan and vision [should] exist as guiding
beacons . . . everyone involved must recognize that it is a long-
term commitment" (p. 19). Districts that have been successful in
empowering professionals and in decentralizing operations have
often taken 5 to 10 years to do so (David, 1989a; Lindelow, 1981).

In addition to these two organizational issues of timestart-
up time and time to produce resultsthere are two others that

131
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are more individualistic. All the evidence to date confirms the fact
that restructuring schools requires additional time and effort from
teachers, administrators, and students (Chapman & Boyd, 1986;
Clune & White, 1988; Linde low, 1981). Indeed, commonly over-
looked is the fact that restructuring the technical core has a dra-
matic impact on student work. It requires students to shift from a
passive role to a much more active one (see Sizer, 1984). This, as
Corcoran (1989) discovered in one restructuring high school, is a
very difficult change for students to make. Everyone has new
roles and responsibilities, and the decision-making structure is
more labor intensive and complex (Gomez, 1989; Moore-Johnson,
1988). Thus, as Bredeson (1989) has succinctly reported, "time is a
key resource for empowerment" (p. 21). If restructuring is to
work, schools will need to recognize that "voluntary reprofession-
alization has its limits" (Carnoy & MacD-bnell, 1990, p. 57), that
reform cannot simply be added to the already heavy load carried
by school personnel, especially teachers:

We must also be wary of the seductive nature of teacher empower-
ment rhetoric. Many reformers are now asking how teachers can be
included in decision making and become more responsible for the
school's progress. The call for increased professionalism is a noble
goal, but let us not replace our unrealistic desire for super leaders
with an equally unrealistic desire for a host of super teachers who
also serve as super leaders in their spare time. (Rallis, 1990, p. 185)

Developing realistic expectations about what can be accomplished
(Gomez, 1989), jettisoning some old responsibilities as new ones
are added, and establishing structures to help teachers assume
new roles (e.g., released time for planning, summer contracts, ad-
ditional compensation) are ways that extra time can be provided
(David, 1989a). Finally, because the "structural isolation of teach-
ers' work" (Elmore, 1988a, p. 3; see also Lortie, 1975) is one of the
major barriers to empowering school-level personnel and decen-
tralizing operations, it is important that time be made available for
groups to work together (Bolin, 1989; Giroux, 1988)especially
for "sustained collaboration among teachers over pedagogical and
curricular issues" (Houston 1989, p. 6). Such flexibility may re-
quire structural changes in the school schedule (see Murphy &
Evertson, 1990).
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Professional Development

Human resource development becomes the linchpin upon which all
improvement efforts are based. (Schlechty, 1990, p. 139)

When districts delegate authority to schools, . . . an important first
element] is access to new knowledge and skills. (David, 1989b, p.

52)

Undertaking new roles, working in schools that are organized
and managed in radically different ways, and, all the while, ac-
tively reframing the teaching craft itself represent immense new
challenges to educators and community membersones for

which most are unprepared (David, 1989a). Mojkowski and Flem-
ing (1988) report that the training needed to meet these challenges
is often either totally absent or woefully inadequate. It is not sur-
prising, therefore, that nearly every analyst identifies professional
development as a key variable in the formula for successful imple-
mentation of restructuring initiatives (Casner-Lotto, 1988; David,

1989a; Finn & Clements, 1989).
Three types of training appear to be needed to assist educa-

tional stakeholders to work in restructured schools. The first cen-
ters on substantive issues undertaking and being able to suc-
cessfully perform new roles and responsibilities, e.g., developing
performance-based assessments for students, acting as a mentor
for a beginning teacher. The second deals with the process skills
needed to exercise these new functions, e.g., strategies for conflict
resolution, group process skills. The third focuses on newly
needed technical skills, e.g., the legal procedures that a school site
council would need to employ when hiring a new principal
(Chapman & Boyd, 1986; Gomez, 1989; Mojkowski & Fleming,

;988).

Administrative Support

If superintendents fail to take the lead, however, the empowerment
of teachers will not occur. (Frymier. 1987, p. 14)

It would appear that not only is strong advocacy by the superinten-
dent needed, but also a similar level of commitment by the building
principal. (Lindquist & Muriel, 1989, p. 412)

1 3 3
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If attempts to transform schooling throughout the nation are
to be successful, we will need a good deal of patience, wisdom,
and trust; more than a little luck; and considerable support and
direction from all educational stakeholders, especially formal
school leaders. Students of restructuring are reaffirming a lesson
learned in earlier studies of school improvement: the superinten-
dent is the "lynchpin of sustaining reform movement" (Finn
Clements, 1989, p. 6). Superintendents, even in decentralized sys-
tems, act as gatekeepers for change at the district and school lev-
els. Without their endorsement and support, their willingness to
commit valuable tangible and intangible organizational resources,
the seeds of restructuring are likely to fall on barren ground. On
the other hand, in districts where transformational change is oc-
curring, there is invariably a superintendent who endorses the
concept (Carnoy & MacDonell, 1990; Casner-Lotto, 1988; Lindqu-
ist & Muriel, 1989).

It is also clear that support from other administrators is crucial
in implementing the planks of restructuring. A number of ana-
lysts, for example, have noted the capacity of principals to signif-
icantly hamper district efforts to decentralize the governance and
management of schools (Carnoy & MacDonell, 1990). Others have
described principals' ability to squelch restructuring initiatives
bubbling up from the teaching core (Houston, 1989). And almost
all reviewers find supportive principals in the vanguard of suc-
cessful school-level restructuring efforts (Bredeson, 1989; Hous-
ton, 1989; Moore-Johnson, 1989). Finally, there is some evidence
that support of the local school board is needed if transformational
changes are to flourish in school districts (Fernandez, 1989; Lin-
delow, 1981).

Financial and Technical Assistance

Time is money in teacher empowerment. Time to plan, to interact,
to carry out plans is often translated into budget allocations with
assigned costs. (Bredeson, 1989, p. 23)

Substantial sums of money will be needed to make the tran-
sition from the current educational system to the schools of the
twenty-first century envisioned by educational reformers (Carnoy
& MacDonell, 1990; Sick ler, 1988). It will also cost more money to

I
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operate schools once they are restructured (Bredeson, 1989; Da-
vid, 1989a). The provision (Carnoy & MacDonell, 1990) or nonpro-
vision (Chapman & Boyd, 1986) of these needed resources can
have dramatic effects on the success of restructuring efforts. Other
forms of assistance include: the development of procedures for the
routine analysis and evaluation of change efforts coupled with on-
going feedback mechanisms (Short & Greer, 1989), especially
methods of helping teachers use evidence of their "own teaching
as the raw material for analysis and deliberation about teaching"
(Houston, 1989, p. 7); continuous staff development activities
(Harvey & Crandall, 1988); well-planned visits to other schools
that have implemented elements of restructuring (Harvey & Cran-
dall, 1988); connecting schools with corporate and community
groups; providing incentives for teachers "to do the kind of imag-
inative and disciplined work upon which new school structures
are to stand" (Houston, 1989, p. 20); and "fostering community
and political interest" (Harvey & Crandall, 1988, p. 21).

SUMMARY

In this final chapter, I have discussed some of the issues that
will need to be addressed as we continue efforts to change Amer-
ican education in fundamental ways. These issues are of two
types: problems and concerns embedded in the current tapestry
of reform and implementation matters. In addressing the con-
cerns, I underscored a recurring theme of this volumean over-
emphasis to date on the structural dimensions of restructuring. I
noted that the theoretical underpinnings for the connections be-
tween these structural alterations and student outcomesand the
mediating or bridging variables between the twoare consider-
ably less firm than reform advocates often suggest. I also reported
that the empirical linkages between these sets of variables are elu-
sive. I argued that it is time to redirect the restructuring spotlight
on the classroom and the processes and activities that unfold
there. I suggested that the restructuring of the organization and
governance dimensions of schooling should backward map from
the conceptions of teaching and learning presented in chapter 5 of
this volume.

In discussing other concerns and in examining implementa-
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tion issues, I uncovered reasons to be guarded with our claims
about the likelihood of widespread fundamental reform of the
American educational system. Schooling today looks a good deal
as it has in the past. Given the current organizational infrastruc-
ture and political culture of schools, education has a tremendous
capacity (and need) to deflect improvement efforts and to respond
to change in a ritualistic fashion. Even when goodwill and com-
mitment are widely distributed throughout the system, change is
not a foregone conclusion. When new ideas do penetrate the sys-
tem, they are more likely to be massaged to fit existing conditions
than vice versa. There is also a fair amount of evidence that
schools have a tendency to driftor to snap in some casesback
to prechange states of existence. I pointed out at the same time,
however,. that while our understanding of change in schools is still
in its infancy, we enter the era of restructuring much better armed
to deal with these organizational dynamics than we were in the
past. We also have a much richer understanding of the political
realities of education and a willingness to discuss change within
that context, however messy the implications may be for change
efforts. Given both the caveats and those hopeful signposts, I
outlined strategies that schools and educational stakeholders will
find useful as they implement the elements and components of
restructuring discussed in this volume.
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NOTES

Introduction

1. See Ginsberg & Wimpelberg (1987) and Plank (1987) for an anal-
ysis of the "commissioned" approach to developing reform reports.

2. Consistent with other reviewers (e.g., Green, 1987; Plank & Gins-
berg, 1990), I divide the educational reform movement of the 1980s into
two phases or waves. This division is for purposes of analysis only. In
,,Ltuality, not all reform initiatives cluster neatly into two distinct waves
(see Firestone, Fuhrman, & Kirst, 1990, for a discussion).

Chapter 1

1. A case can also be made for greater centralization of services (see
Maxwell & Aronson, 1977, and Oates, 1972).

2. The connections between devolution of authority in schools and
greater organizational responsiveness and effectiveness have yet to be
drawn. In fact, the most thoughtful studies and reviews done to date
(e.g., Ma len & Ogawa, 1988; Ma len et al., 1989) raise serious questions
about whether these outcomes are even likely.

3. At least one analyst has cautioned that choice experiments may
"impose the risks of mindless and destructive competitiveness without
the benefits of greater attention to quality" (Elmore, 1988b, p. 95).

4. Precursors to this current group include Friedman (1955) and
Coons & Sugarman (1978).

5. A number of analysts raise serious questions about constructing
educational renewal on a platform of economic competitiveness (see, for
example, Giroux, 1988; and B. Mitchell, 1990).

6. This same criticism has been leveled at the most widely em-
ployed strategic :, found in wave two reforms (Hawley, 1988; Evertson et
al., 1990; Murphy & Evertson, 1990).

7. Critical analyses of bureaucracy in education are not new (see
Campbell, Fleming, Newell, & Bennion, 1987, pp. 72-80, for a review of
critiques from the 1960s and 1970s). What appears to be different now is
that the critics an, playing on center court and that a critical mass of dis-
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content is near at hand. For analyses of the dysfunctions of noneduca-
tional bureaucracies, see Downs, 1967; Elmore, 1979-80; and Morgan,
1986, pp. 35-37.

8. For informative discussions of the school as the center for
change, see Murphy, Hal linger, & Mesa (1985) and Sirotnik (1989).

9. There is some question, however, about how widespread this
revolutionary change is in the corporate world (see Collins, Ross, & Ross,
1989).

Chapter 2

1. I acknowledge my debt to Richard Elmore's (1989) insightful anal-
ysis on "models of restructuring," which guided my thinking on this
topic.

2. The changes outlined in this section on the significance of re-
structuring are not new, and the older views they are challenging have
also been questioned in the past. The difference in many of the areas is,
however, that

the conversation is broader than in the past, conducted at the very
center of education, and supported by other social forces. The
forces may result from advances in technology and cognitive psy-
chology . . . or from larger shifts in economic and social spheres; in
any case, these are ideas whose time has come. (Fisher, 1990, p. 84)

Note the influence of so many important reconfigurations unfolding at
the same time. Educational restructuring effor::s gain significance and
power from the context in which they unfold. In short, "the push for
restructuring American public schools reflects a global trend to rethink
how humans organize themselves" (Rallis, 1990, p. 185). Although I con-
fine my analysis of restructuring primarily to events in the United States,
it is clear that it is an international phenomenon as well (see Beare, 1989;
Beare ''-. Boyd, in press; Chapman & Boyd, 1986; Cooper, 1989; and Watt,
1989).

3. See Callahan (1962); Campbell et al. (1987); Cuban (1976); Tyack
(1974); and Tyack & Hansot (1982) for reviews.

4. This change in thinking can be traced back to early reformers
from the effective schools movement, e.g., Brookover and Edmonds. It
continues to be one of the fundamental principles of effective schools
advocates. More recently developed programs such as Levin's (1987) Ac-
celerated Schools and Slavin's (1988, 1990) Success for All also reject tra-
ditional views of how ability is distributed.

5. See Beck (1991) for a discussion of this phenomenon in educa-
tional leadership.
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6. A number of authors maintain that the switch from an emphasis
on processes to outcomes is the key element of restructuringor the ma-
jor paradigm shift they see unfolding in education. For example, Finn
(1990) argues that the changes in the means of education outlined in this
book result from defining education in terms of ends.

Chapter 3

1. See Kearnes (1988a) for a discussion of the service provider phi-
losophy of management in the corporate world.

2. The tension and confusion that principals feel are compounded
by issues of authority and accountability in restructured schools. Under
the scenarios of both site-based management and professional empow-
erment, the principal is both more highly visible and more accountable
for school outcomes. However, in the teacher empowerment strategy of
restructuring, principals often believe that they do not possess sufficient
line authority to feel comfortable about assuming such accountability
(Bradley, 1989, November 1). Under this strategy, it is not unusual for
authority to be spread widely among staff and parents (and sometimes
students), while accountability remains the province of the principal. Fi-
nally, as Chapman & Boyd (1986) have noted, there is evidence of tension
between the traditional bureaucratically based responsibilities that prin-
cipals are expected to continue performing (e.g., evaluating teachers) and

the more professional and collaborative underpinnings of restructured
schools.

3. For an analysis of the role of principal in technical core opera-
tions, see Murphy (1990e) and Murphy, Haflinger, Lotto, & Miller (1987).

4. I am talking about reformers who support the strategies of
teacher empowerment and teaching for understanding, not necessarily
school-based management or choice. In fact, Clune & White (1988) have

argued that "school-based management has not required major changes
in the roles and responsibilities of teachers." (p. 21).

5. See Conley (1989, p. 13) for categorization of the domains of ex-
panded roles for teachers.

6. Work of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
is indicative of movement in this direction. As Bradley (1990, March 7)
reported, teachers are participating in all phases of the development of
the Board's assessments. In fact, a majority of the Board's first standards
committee were teachers.

7. The work of the Bradley Commission in the area of history is a
particularly good example in this area. As Jackson (1988) notes, "a con-
certed effort was made to include classroom teachers as voting and delib-
erating members" (p. 1; emphasis added).

8. For teachers' perceptions of their control over elements of in-
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structional practice and school structures, see Carnegie Foundation
(1988) and Elam (1989).

9. For an insightful analysis of current (pre-restructuring) condi-
tions in the area of staff development, see Little (1989). This study paints
a picture of how much change will be needed to reach the point where
schools are characterized by professional organizational cultures.

Chapter 4

1. Structural decentralization is also being undertaken in countries
with highly centralized educational systems such as Australia, Britain,
and New Zealand (see, for example, Chapman & Boyd, 1986; Cooper,
1989).

2. Mr)st analysts (see, for example, David, 1989b; Lindquist & Mu-
riel, 1989) include "shared decision making" as one of the key elements
of SBM (see Clune & White for an exception to this trend). From an ana-
lytical perspective, this seems to me to be inappropriate. It is quite pos-
sible to pass substantial authority from the district to the school without
increasing the influence of teachers (or parents or students) in decision-
making processes.

3. Calls for more participatory forms of governance have a long his-
tory (see Cimpbell et al., 1987). What is key in the current era of reform
is the centrality of shared decision making.

4. While many analysts take this instrumental position, a number
of thoughtful Scholars take a more normative view. Members of this latter
group argue that teacher involvement is appropriate regardless of desired
outcomes, that professional self-governance is an ethical tenet of post-
industrial, postbureaucratic organizations (see Clark & Meloy, 1989).
Bolin (1989) captures this perspective when he notes that "decisions are
not judged to be right solely on grounds that they measure up to some
objective criteria of absolute rightness, but because appropriate, inclusive
methods of decision making have been employed" (p. 87). This view
often laces more instrumental suggestions for expanded teacher involve-
ment in school governance.

5. See Bradley (1990, April 4), Corcoran (1989), David (1989a), Fer-
nandez (1989), Gomez (1989), Harvey & Crandall (1988), and Moore-
Johnson (1989) for other examples.

6. This is the argument generally presented. However, whether
these efforts actually increase parental influence over important school
decisions is open to question (see Ma len & Ogawa, 1988). I return to this
issue in the concluding chapter of this volume.

7. Businesses have employed two major strategies to assist schools
during the current restructuring movement. First, corporations and their
foundations are beginning to provide large amounts of direct support for
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precollegiate education. For example, since 1988 the following corpora-
tions have made significant financial commitments to elementary and
secondary schooling: Coca-Cola Foundation ($50 million); IBM ($25 mil-
lion); General Electric ($35 million); Citibank ($20 million); RJR Nabisco
Foundation ($30 million). Many of these funds are targeted directly to-
ward restructuring efforts, e.g., schools that implement SBM (Flax, 1990).

Second, businesses are providing personnel to work intensively with in-
dividual schools and school districts (see, for example, Carnoy & Mac-
Donell, 1990). "Adopt-a-school" programs are good examples of this type
of activity.

8. It is not my intention here to explore the issues of choice in detail.
Readers who wish to do so are directed to Boyd and Kerchner (1988),
Boyd and Walberg (1990), and Chubb and Moe (1990).

9. In the first exercise of this authority, 18 percent of Chicago's
elected local school councils voted not to retain their current principals
(Snider, 1990, March 14).

Chapter 5

1. See Evertson et al. (1990) and Murphy, Evertson, & Radnofsky (in
press) for more discussions of Giese ways of knowing.

2. See Good & Marshall (1984), Murphy & Hal linger (1989), and
Oakes (1985) for reviews.

Chapter 6

1. I recognize the facts that not all restructuring changes need to be
measured in terms of their effects on student outcomes and that the re-
distribution of power in educational institutions may be a legitimate out-
come in and of itself. For example, David Clark (personal communica-
tion) has argued that creating a professional work environment for
teachers is a legitimate end .in itself. Elmore (19886) in turn reminds us
"that consumer and producer choice may be values worth recognizing in

their own right, regardless of their instrumental relationship to student
performance" (pp. 93-94). At the same time, however, a reform move-
ment designed to eradicate the student performance problems plaguing
education in the 1970s and 1980s needs to be evaluated on its ability to
make progress in this area.

2. See Murphy & Hallinger (1989) for a review of research on favor-

able conditions of learning.
3. Standard curriculum is seen as so critical for minority children

that a 1989 research panel called for a national curriculum to help ease
the problems faced by migrant students (Schmidt, 1989, November 29).

4. There is some evidence (Chapman & Boyd, 1986) that additional
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responsibilities and roles for teachers in restructured schools may carry a
heavy opportunity costa diminution of teacher effort toward their cen-
tral task of teaching and learning.

5. Two points of irony are reported here. First, while critics every-
where encourage schools to apply findings from effective corporations,
they usually overlook the fact that effectiveness studiesat least since
1970originated in education. Second, while effectiveness studies in
education are often dismissed as nonscientific in the educational aca-
demic community, effectiveness studies from business are often held in
high regard.

6. Part of the reason that these conflicts have received such little
scrutiny is the lack of well-accepted definitions both of restructuring
(Harvey & Crandall, 1988) and of the strategies that comprise this con-
struct (e.g., empowerment, SBM) (Bolin, 1989; Mojkowski & Fleming,
1988). As Elmore (1988a) reminds us, once restructuring is better defined,
these contradictions are much more likely to surface.

7. For an analysis of alternative approaches to labormanagement
relations for school teachers and administrators, see Mitchell (1989).

.L .1. 2
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